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DEFENCE 
of Dr. WATERLANDs 


B O i O K, Se. 


uttermoſt Satisfaction, a Book 
Y publiſhed by the moſt learned 
Dr. Vaterland, entitled, The 
Importance of the Doctrine of the 


Hoty Tain'TyY afſerted, I was not a little 


ſarprized to find that a * Pamphlet had been 
publiſhed againſt it ; but upon comparing the 
two Performances together, I eaſily perceiv'sd 
the Difference between * attful Logick and 
© natural, between laboured Subtilties and 
© plain naked Truth, to uſe the Doctor's 
own Words on a like Occaſion. HP 

A 2 His 

* Chriſtian Liberty aſſerted: 
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His firſt Objection is, That the Doctrine 
of the Trinity is not a fundamental Article 
of the Chriſtian Faith, and neceſſary Term 
of Chriſtian Communion; © becauſe, ſays be, 
as in natural Religion there is but one fun- 
« damental Article, i. e. the Belief of the 
© Exiſtence of God, in revealed Religion 


© there are two declared by our Saviour 
«* himſelf: This is Life eternal, that they 


© may know thee the only true God, and Je- 
© fus Chriſt whom thou haſt ſent; and by St. 
© Paul, 1 Cor. viii. 6. and in other Paſſages.” 
Now I will prove, that the Doctrine of the 
Trinity, both in its own Nature, and by 
expreſs Teſtimony of Seripture itſelf, is a 


fundamental Article of © Chriſtianity : For 


what is the Knowledge of God, is it not 
the Knowledge of his Nature and Attributes, 
ſo far as they are revealed to us in the Holy 


Scripture ? Doubtleſs it is: We cannot then 


be ſaid to know him, unleſs we know that 


he is three Perſons in the Godhead, Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt; for as the Father is 


God, fo is the Son, and ſo is the Holy 
Ghoſt, theſe three are but one; as is abun- 
dantly proved in ſeveral Texts in Scripture, 
particularly  Fohn v. 7. John x. 30. and in 


our Saviour's Commiſſion to baptize, and the 


Form of Baptiſm, Mat. xxviii. 20. and in 
the apoſtolical Form of Benediction, in the 
Concluſion of St. Paul's ad Book of Corin- 
thians. | 


So 


„ 


r 


So that in the Knowledge of God is in- 
cluded the Knowledge of the Doctrine of 
the Trinity; for as the Father is ſaid to be 


the only true God, ſo is the Son likewiſe, 


and fo is the Holy Ghoſt: For our Saviour 


does not ſay, thou only art the true God, but 
thou art the only true God, in which he can- 
not be ſuppoſed to exclude himſelf, who 


_ lays, John x. 30. I and my Father are one. 


John xiv. 11. I am in the Father, and the 
Father in me. = 
He ſays again, urging ſtill the fame Ar- 
gument, That according to Dr. Waterland's 
Notion of the Trinity, our Saviour, inſtead 
of ſaying, This is Life eternal, to know the 


only true God, ſhould have ſaid, This is Life 


eternal, to know the only true God, Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, and Feſus Chriſt, the 

ſame only true God, whom thou haſt ſent. 
But our Saviour ſays the very ſame Thing 
as if he had ſaid ſo, as is evident from what 
is prov'd above, That our Saviour when he 
lays, thou art the only God, did not mean 
to exclude either himſelf or the Holy Ghoſt ; 
the ſame may be ſaid of otherTexts of Scripture, 
which he has cited to ſerve his Purpoſe, pag 6. 
So that the Father's being called the only true 


God, from the Knowledge of him cannot be ex- 


cluded the Knowledge of any of the other three 
Perſons; and it the Knowledge of the Father, 


as the only true God, be an eſſential Article of 


Chri- 
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_ Chriſtianity, fo is the Knowledge of the Son 

and Holy Ghoſt likewiſe. 

But admitting that the Word only were 
applied to the Father, perſonally confider'd, ſo 
that the other two might ſeem to be excluded; 
yet that they really are not, will be evident 
enough from the Phraſe of Scripture in other 
Texts. It is faid Rev. xix. 12. that the Son 
had a Name written, which no one knew but 
himſelf. 1 Cor. xi. 11. The Things of God 
knoweth none but the Spirit of God. Compare 
this with Mat. xi. 27. So the Attribute of 
Knowledge ſeems here to be appropriated to 
the Father only, yet that it is not, is evi- 
dent from the Acknowledgment even of the 

Adverſaries themſelves. -. 
The Biſhop of London, this Author 
© fays, has ſhewn his Senſe of the Doctor's 
© Notion of the Doctrine of the Trinity, by 
not ſo much as mentioning it in his Cata- 
© logue of the great and fundamental Doc- 
© trines of Chriſtianity. Suppoſing, which 
is not improbable, that all Chriſtians, even 
in their very mention of the Name of God, 
mean no other than a Trinity of Perſons ſub- 
liſting in the Unity of the Godhead, in the 
Doctor's Senſe, which has been the Senſe of 
the Church in all Ages. However, thus 

much I durſt venture to affirm, that were 

his Lordſhip to be applicd to, and ask'd this 

ſingle Queſtion, Whether or no he ever a 
tend 


CFJ 


tended to abſolut ely exclude the Doctrine of 
the Trinity from his Catalogue of Funda- 
mentals? That his Anſwer would be in the 
Negative. 

Fag. 11. he objects againſt what Dr. Wa- 
terland ſays about Sincerity, in his 8gth pag. 
ſumming up the whole of his Opinion in 
theſe Words; * So that with Dr. Waterland, 
* Sincerity cannot be good, relied on or 
* known, but by the Right and Reaſon of 
© the Cauſe ; ; whence he concludes, that 
what the Doctor ſays, is like laying Men 
under a Neceſſity of being infallible, or 
© elſe to be damn'd for Herely.” To this I 
anſwer, that a Man cannot prove himſelf to 
be fincere but by the Goodneſs of his Cauſe ; 
for if his Cauſe be not gcod, his Sincerity 
cannot be perfect; * either Warmth of 
Temper, Wearineb and Impatience, Incon- 
ſiderateneſs, Raſhneſs, or Fondneſs of No- 
velty cauſe him to err : So that to prove our 
Sincerity is perfect, is to prove that Truth 
and Reafon are on our Side; and if Men op- 
poſe a true Doctrine, or teach a falſe one, 
and it can be proved upon them, we are 
right in condemning them, whatever their 
Pretences may be of Sincerity, or how far 
ſoever it may juſtify them before God, who 
oniy can ſee into their Hearts, yet the Dor- 
tor is far from laying Men under any ſuch 
Neceſſity, as he there ſpeaks of; but juſtifies 
us in condemning the Heretick, and at the 

ſam 
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fame Time admits, that an unavoidable In- 
capacity, or unconquerable Prejudice, which 
God only is Judge of, makes him innocent ; 
becauſe if Men judge of the Doctrine of our 
Church with Humility, Modeſty and Cir- 
cumſpection; altho' not infallible, they may 
be morally certain of the Truth of them. 
Pag 12. The Doctor (he ſays) ſeems to 

© think, that if a Man does but profeſs what 
© he calls Orthodoxy, howfoever blindly im- 
c plicitly, 7. e. infincerely, he is a good Man; 
© for as to his Sincerity he need not trouble 
© himſelf about it, But, with the Author's 
Leave, the Doctor neither ſays, nor ſeems 
to think any ſach Thing, but ſays, That 
© fince we can't judge-of the Sincerity of 
Men's Hearts, but by the Right and Reaſon 
of their Cauſe,” by that Rule we are ob- 
liged to acquit them, or condemn them for 
Hereſy, whatever Pretences they make of 
their Sincerity, of which God only can judge, 
who ſees into their Hearts; i. e. We are to 
eſteem them as ſincere Men, if they profeſs 
_ tie orthodox Faith; for God alone can tell, 
whether or no they believe contrary to their 

Profeſſion, 7z. e. if they do it infincerely. 
Pag. 14 and 15. He runs down at a great 
Rate the Power of the Church, in impoſing 
Creeds and Articles, and will by no Means 
allow of any Difference, between the pretend- 
ed Papal Infallibility, and Proteſtant Certain- 
ty; to proye which, The Popiſh Church, 
7b 5 ſays 


„/, 

t ſays he in the Doctor's Words, omitting 
© what makes the Difference between them, 
© determines beforehand, that Men ought to 
© believe, (he ſhould have added, without 
© Examination) whatever they have formed 
© into Creeds and Articles. Pray obſerve 
the Difference. The Doctor's Words are, 
© The Proteſtant Churches do determine be- 
© fore-hand, that every Perſon, upon Exami- 
© nation, ought to find theſe THings true, 
© which they have formed into Creeds and 
Articles.“ How then is his Charge made 
good? Pag. 15. This plainly precludes all 
Liberty of private Judgment and Conſci- 
© ence, when the Proteſtant Churches allow, 
© and approve, that Men ſhould prove all 
* Things, and hold faſt that which is good.” 
When the Doctor is ſo free as to allow, 

p. 198. If the Church Governours ſhould 
© happen to adminiſter Poiſon, inſtead of 
_ © whollome Food, there will be then Reaſon 
for Complaint ; and if the Charge be made 
© good againſt them, they ought to throw 


© {ach Articles out.” Upon which he puts 


theſe Queſtions, Who ſhall make good this 
Charge ? Who dare, or ought to judge a- 
gainſt Church Governors? To which I 
anſwer, © Thoſe who can ſpecify the Parti- 
© culars, wherein they have impoſed ſome 

© thing falſe, or at leaft doubtful.” 
God be thanked, the Governors of the 
Church are, and ** have been, too wiſe 
_ 
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and pious, to render themſelves obnoxious 
to any ſuch Charge; and there would not 
have been wanting Men ready enough to do 
it, had it been in their Power to make good 
any ſuch Charge againſt them. For if Men 
will come with Humility, Modeſty, and 
Circumſpection, to the Examination, and 
have Patience to ſtay till they are clear, be- 
fore they formally diſſent, or before they de- 
clare it openly, there will be no great Dan- 
ger © in examining every Thing with the 
« utmoſt Severity. The Danger lies in ex- 
© amining by halves. (See Addenda, p. 505.) 
Pag. 16. he ſays, That the Church of 

© Rome tells her Members, that they have 
© no Right to examine her Doctrines at all: 
Which is the Truth; (tho' in the fame 
Page he contradicts himſelf ) for every Body 
knows, that the Scriptures themſelves are 
not allowed to be read by the Laity; yet 
they are to believe her Doctrines, be they 
never fo falſe and abſurd. We ſay, that Men 
ought to examine the Scriptures in particular, 
in order to know that the Doctrines of our 
Church are true, for the Reaſon above given 
in the Doctor's own Words; and yet claim 
no more Dominion over the Faith and Con- 
ſcience of Men, by Cenſures and Excommu- 
nications againſt ſuch as preſume to ſpeak, 
write, and teach perverſe Things, than St. 
John did over Diotrephes, or St. Paul over 

FHymenaus and Alexander. 

Pag. 


— — 


( 

Pag. 21. he ſays, The Doctor's Complaint 
© is, that if the Adverſaries of his Notion 
claim a Right, as Chriſtians and Teachers 
© of God's Word, to declare what they 
© believe, and can prove to be true Scripture 
Doctrine, as if his Notions were ſuch. 
Tho' I have already confuted his firſt Poſi- 
tion, concerning the fundamental Articles of 
Chriſtianity, yet he goes on for ſeveral Pages 


together, as if he had really proved ſome- 


thing, and convinced the Church of main- 
taining ſome falſe Doctrine, pleading for a 
Right of private Judgment in Matters of 
Paith and Religion ; which we as ſtrenuouſly 
contend for as himſelf; tho' not that Men 
ſhould (as he has done in the very Beginning 
of his Book) teach and write perverſe Things, 


in denying the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity 


to be a fundamental Article of Chriſtianity, 
and neceſſary Term of Chriſtian Communion. 
Such Inconſiſtencies and Self- contradictions 
are very fit to come from the Pen of an 
Author, who will allow of no real Diſtinc- 
tion between Truth and Error, but aſſerts 
that both Sides * are equally right, and that 


„one can have no better Claim to Truth 


© than the other, p. 23. 
Pag. 28. he ſays, * The Fathers of the 
© Church, in the firſt and pureſt Ages of it, 
© never ventured to enlarge their Creeds be- 
6 yond the Bounds of Scripture ; or to expreſs 
 £ © their 
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© their Faith in Terms of Philoſophy and 
© human Invention; being ſo wiſe, as well 
« as pious, as to know that they could not 
© better expreſs the Truth of God, than in 
© the Terms of his Word. And it may I 
© hope be ſaid, agreeably to their Sentiments, 
© without Offence, that the Senſe of the 
© Articles of particular Churches hath been, 
and is, and probably always will be harder 
© to underſtand, and more liable to be dif- 
< pated, than the Doctrines of Scripture form- 
© ed in Scripture Terms. 

To all this I anſwer : Why the antient 
Fathers never did this, altho' even the Fact 
of what this Author ſays may be queſtioned, 
is very plain, i. e. becauſe Hereſies had not 
ſprung up, to make it neceſſary for them fo 
to do. There always have been, even in the 
Days of the Apoſtles, Multitudes of falſe 
Chriſtians, who pretended Scriptures for their 
Rule of Faith, and by miſinterpreting them 
to a wrong Sence, would pretend that their 
moſt abominable Herefies were authorized 
by the Word of God. This made it neceſſary 
for the ſeveral Churches where theſe Hereſies 
ſprung up, to inſert additional Articles in 
the Creed, and to vary thoſe Articles, ac- 
_ cording as they found the Faith of Chriſt 
endangered by Hereſies then reigning. This 
Mattcr is more fully anſwered by the learned 


Author of the Fhſtory of the Apoſtles Creed, 
P. 38, 39, 40. N 
Not 
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© Not long after the Apoſtles Days, fays 
© he, and even in the apoſtolick Age itſelf, 
* ſeveral Hereſies ſprung up in the Church, 
© ſubverſive of the Fundamentals of Chriſti- 
© anity ; to prevent the malignant Effects 
* whereof, and to hinder ſuch Hereticks 
from an undiſcernible mixing themſelves 
© with the orthodox Chriſtians, as alſo to 
© eſtabliſh and ſtren the true Believers 
nin the nece *"raths of the Chriſtian 
© Religion, the Chriſtian Verities oppolite to 
© thoſe Hereſies, were inſerted in the Creed; 
© and together with thoſe other Articles, 
* which had, without any Intermiſſion, been 
5 conſtantly uſed from the Time of the A- 
< poſtles, were propofed to the Aſſent and 
© Belief of all Perſons who came to be bap- 
* tized: The Governors of the Church judg- 
© ing this a prudent and an effectual Courſe, 
© to preſerve the Fundamentals of Religion 
© from being undermined and overthrown by 
_ © cunning and ſubtle Hereticks ; which is 
© the ſecond Way by which the Creed was 
© compoſed, viz. the Doctors and Governors 
© of the Church did add unto thoſe of the 
© Apoſtles, other Articles, in Oppoſition to 
« groſs and fundamental Hereſies and Errors, 
< as they appeared and grew up, as Ruffinus 
© informs us ;- that whereas it was in the Be- 
« ginning of the Roman Creed, I believe in 
Gad the Father Almighty, there were ſome 
* other Clauſes added thereto in the Creeds 


* of 
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C ſeveral Churches, occaſioned by certain 
« Hereticks, to exclude the Senſe of their new 
Doctrine; as particularly in the Auileian 
Creed, to the Word Almighty was ſubjoin- 
ed inviſibie, impaſſible, in Contradiction to 
© the Sabellians, or Patripaſſians, that the 
Father was born of the Virgin, and ſo 
© became both viſible and paſſible. But there 
© is no need cf any further Teſtimonies to 
prove this Point at preſent.” "1 
As to this Author's other Pretence, That 
© the Senſe of the Articles of particular 
© Churches, Sc. It is granted, that the 
Scriptures are plain enough in the funda- 
mental Articles of Religion, yet the Igno- 
france, or Perverſeneſs of Men make it ne- 
ceſſary to explain ſome more difficult Paſſages, 
and to reconcile them with the whole Tenor 
and Scope of the Religion of Chriſt. 

So that however eaſy this Author may 
pretend, the Doctrines of Scripture, form'd 
in Scripture Terms are, or may be, Experi- 
ence ſufficiently convinces us, that thro' the 
Corruption and Depravity of Men, they are 
very liable to be, and actually have been 
very much diſputed. This makes it neceſ- 
fary to explain the Doctrines of the Goſpel 
by other Phraſes, and Forms of Speech, un- 
derſtood according to the common and re- 
ceived Uſe of them. | 

The many Hereſies, which have ſprung 
up in the Church fince the Apoſtles Days, 

may 
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may very well witneſs this Truth. The 
Muegletonians, Valentinians, Montaniſts, 
2 and Ranters have all pretended 
Scripture Authority for their Hereſies. So 
that having, or pretending Scripture, as a 
Rule of Faith, and the Letter of it as the 
ſureſt Guide, ſhould be no Reaſon for abo- 
liſning the Uſe of Creeds and Articles, con- 
ſiſting of vulgar Terms and Phraſes, unleſs 
Men were fo ſincere, or at leaſt ſo wiſe and 
learned, as never to miſinterpret the Letter 
of the Scripture. TY 1 
Pag. 34. He farther adds, That the Bi- 
© ſhops met at the Council of Armimum 
© and Seleucia, condemned the Uſe of the 
© Term 'Owouo:&.,, conſubſtantial, or being 
© of one Subſtance, becauſe, being not under- 
© Rtood by the People, it gave Offence to 
© them, and becauſe alſo it is not to be 
found in Scripture; whoſe Example can- 
© not but be highly worthy of Imitation, for 
© the Preſervation of Chriſtian Peace and 
* Amity ; for the Biſhops did not regard the 
©. Word, ſo long as the Senſe was preſerved.” 
To which I anſwer, that altho' the Arian 
Managers had by their Clamour and Impor- 
tunity, by their Diſſimulation and Hypocri- 
ſy, prevailed with the Council to have this 
Word aboliſhed; yet they ſoon repented 
themſelves of their Eaſineſs, when they found 
what an ill Uſe was made of that Conceſſion 
by the Arjans, who gaye out, after the 
Counc 


Council was ended, that they had not only 
aboliſhed the Word conſubſtantial, but with 
it condemned the Nzcene Faith alſo. Then; 
as St. Jerom ſays, the whole World groaned, 
and was amazed to think that ſhe ſhould be 
reputed Arian ; that is, the Catholick Bi- 
ſhops of the whole World (for there were 
320 of them preſent at the Council) were 
amazed to find themſelves ſo abuſed, and re- 
preſented as Arians, when they never in- 
tended in the leaſt to confirm the Arian 
Doctrine. Their Example therefore, inſtead 
of exciting us to imitate it, ought to warn 
us how we give up one ſingle Point to the 
Enemies of the Truth, who will be ſure to 
make the beſt Advantage they can of ſuch 
a Conceſſion, to their own vile Purpoſes. 
Pag. 26, 27. Let then every Church 
© endeavour to follow the Example of the 
< Apoſtles, in rejecting thoſe only as Here- 
© ticks from her Favour and Communion, 
© who, either by Immorality of Life, or by 
* wicked Errors, contradict the plain, ex- 
< preſs Doctrine of the Goſpel. Let the 
Definitions of Chrift and his Apoſtles be 
© the Rule to try every Doctrine. 
All this we readily agree to; but how 
does this Writer make it appear, that Dr. M. 
is afraid of Forms of Faith drawn up in Scrip- 
ture Language, as he would pretend, when 
he plainly confeſſes, that a Man who never 
declares his Faith, otherwiſe than in Scrip- 
ture 
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ture Words, is very fafe from Cenſure; but 
inſiſts upon it, that a Man, who teaches any 
© wild Doctrine, yet if he does but father 
© thoſe Doctrines upon facred Writ, by any 
© feigned or forced Conſtruction, acknow- 
© ledging Scripture all the while as his Rule 
© of Faith, ought not to be received as a fel- 
© low Chriſtian.” 5 
Tis not uſing Scripture Terms in Creeds, 
Sc. but perverting them to a wrong Senſe, 
the Doctor condemns; which this Author is 
ſo very guilty of; wherefore he is for reject- 
ing the Word ce, in Conjunction (he 
ſays) with the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches, 
- which, he would perſuade us, agreed to lay it 
aſide, as a Word of ill Meaning, which Word 
was eſtabliſhed by the Council of Nice, to 
oppoſe the Hereſy of Arius: And indeed we 
need not much wonder, that an Author who 
has abuſed the Scriptures, ſhould be for re- 
jecting a Word, ſo uſeful to eſtabliſh the Senſe 
of the Church and Scriptures, in Relation 
to the Divinity of the Son of God. That 
It is ſo, will be evident, if we take the Word 
as always underſtood by them; for Gennadi- 
us * ſays, the Word ;yous:©., applied to the 
Son, is coeſſential in Divinity with the Fa- 
ther ; applied to the Holy Ghoſt, it ſigni- 
fies, that he is coeſſential with the Father 
and Son, and that the Son is coeſſential with 
3 God 
De Eccl. Dogm. Pag. 5. 


. 
God and Man. And Theogoret * fays, that 
Arius accuſed them for calling the Son o- 


lh To wall pcs, cuαν, 8 opeo5otove | 

It expreſſes an Equality ot Nature, whether 
the Perſons be divided, or no; and ſignifies, 
that the Son is as truly equal in Nature to 
the Father, as one Man is equal to another; 
or any Individual equal to another Individual 
of the ſame Sort or Species; not that it was 
ſufficient to make Father and Son one God, 
but that they could not be ſo without it. 
Here we may obſerve, that this Writer 
fpeaks ſometimes in Favour of Arianiſm, 
telling us, that it never was condemned by 
the uncorrupt Ante-nicene Church, p. 49. 
that Arius taught the Doctrine of the anci- 

ent Church. Sometimes he calls Arianiſm 
an invidious Name, and a feigned Name for 
the true Catholick Doctrine, as if two Doc- 
trines, oppoſite to each other, could be the 
true Catholick Doctrine. That the Doctrine, 
which the Doctor ſays Arius taught, is really 
Arianiſin, and what is known to have been 
the Sentiments of Arius, in the Point of 
our Saviour's Divinity, is plain from Athana- 
Jus, who is writing againſt him, | Orat. ady. 
Arium. | Ades 6 T8 0s A , £5 Ux oy wry 
* TAY.0V 0 View H,,. 2 r νẽue e Yerout᷑- 
207, Y auTy5s 6 Ts bes A9 eg UK en ye 
vyorey 9 ny ok, oTe BY N x) 8x 1, Tv eyevn- 
Sai" GAA egy Te xe ee 2 Us 
| But 

Lib. 1. Cap. 4. 
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But however, be the Doctrine Arran or 
no, (for tis not the Name, but the Doctrine 
he is oppoſing) the Diſpute is not ſo much, 
whether that Doctrine he is oppoſing, be the 
Doctrine of Arius, or not; but whether or 
no it be orthodox, or contrary to Scripture ? 
And that it is the latter, and not the former, 
as J have ſhewn, has been fully proved by 
the Reverend Divine, and * others. 

But admitting, that we ſhould allow of 
this Author's Senſe of Jovo:@., that the 
Son was not like to the Creatures which 
God made by him, but was in all Things 
like unto the Father; this muſt be a perfect 
Likeneſs to the Father, not ſuch as that 
which is ſpoken of Men, who ſometimes are 

faid to be perfect, as their heavenly Father 
is perfect; and ſometimes, holy as he is, and 
Partakers of the divine Nature. It muſt then 
mean a perfect Likeneſs ; and then this will 
come up entirely to our Senſe of the Word, 
for how can Chriſt be in all Things like the 
Father, if he be an inferior God to him, or a 
Creature ? 1 
Pag. 25. he ſays, That the Hereticke, 
whom the Apoſtles declared excommuni- 
© cated from the Church of Chriſt, cr or ler- 
ed Chriſtian Aſſemblies to reject from their 
© Communion, were all ſuch as den ed, or 


© aQted contrary to the expreſs Doctrine of 


« Chriſt in Points of the greateſt Importance ; 
C 2 but 
* Vid. Trapp's Doct. of the Trinity, p. 178, 179. 
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© but even they cannot be worſe than the 
© Socinians, who (to uſe the Words of a ce- 
© lebrated Writer concerning them) bla 
© pheme God, and contradict „ who 
© will have it, that we aſſert a Plurality of 
Gods, when we cxpreſly deny it, and de- 
c monſirate, that it cannot of Conſequence 
© be proved from our Doctrine. 

They, on the other ſide, maintain a 
Plurality of Gods, and yet will call them- 
ſelves Unitarians. They condemn us for 
calling a Perſon the Moſt High God, who 
is not ſo, when, however, we ſay (or think 
at leaſt) we prove that he is: But they 
worſhip, what they declare is not the Moſt 
High God, and fo are Idolaters 2 
to their own Account. Z 
Pag. 31. he ſays, The Son is produced 
by the Will and Power of the Father be- 
fore all Worlds; truly God, by the Exer- 
ciſe of a true divine Power and Dominion 
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© in the Creation of the World, and in the 
« Government of the Church, communicated 
to him from God the Father, and executed 
© in Subordination and Obedience to his ſo- 
* vereign Command, Will and Appointment, 

© who is greater than the Son. 

Again, p. 75, 76. It is the ſovereign, 
© unoriginated Power and Dominion of the 
© one God, and Father of all, who is above 
call, from whom Men and Angels, and the 
0 Sm himſelf is derived; and from whom 


C - wy 


( 21 ) 
© they receive that Power and Authority, on 
Account of which they are called Gods, 

(that preſerves the Unity of God, and Mo- 
* narchy of the Univerſe in his Perſon, who 
© isalone ſupreme over all. 

Thus we ſee, that this Author calls the 
Son truly God; and yet, by a Self-contradic- 
tion, common to himfelf and the reft of his 
Socinian Brethren, debaſes him who made 
the World; who is over all God bleſſed for 
ever ; whom all the Angels of God are to 
worſhip, by divine Command ; and of whom 
God the Father fays, Thy Throne, O God, it 
for ever and ever, &c. into an Equality 
with mere Men, who are figuratively called 
Gods. 

I would ask this Author, Whether or no 

Chriſt be by Nature God? This, I ſuppoſe, 
he will allow; or he muſt fay, (which, I 
hope he will not) that the Apoſtle St. Paul 
was guilty of Idolatry, who worthipped him, 
and yet condemns the Worſhipping of fuch, 
as by Nature are not Gods, Gal. iv. 8. If 
then he be by Nature truly God, how can he 
be God by a derived Power and Authority 
from the Father? In Time ſaper-induced, 
he will fay. It was fo from all Eternity. 
If ſo, then it muſt be a divine Attribute; 


if he be God by Nature, he muſt be fo by 
his having the divine Eſſence and Attributes 
inherent, fixed and implanted in him from the 
firſt, in Oppoſition to any Thing acceſſional 
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or accidental, and, conſequently, any Power 
or Authority received or derived: So the 
Word [by Nature] in Scripture is always 
underſtood. See Nom. ii. 14, 27. xi. 21. and 
1 Cor- xi. 14. To ſay any Thing makes God 
to be truly God, beſides his Nature and Eſ- 
{ence, is not Senſe in the Terms: And if 
Power and Authority be an eſſential Attri- 


bute of the Deity ; and if it makes the Son 


God, which it muſt be, otherwiſe it could not 
make the Son to be God: If, I fay, it be o- 
riginally in the Father, and derived to the 
Son from all Eternity, I cannot ſee how it 


ſhould make him an inferior God to the Fa- 


ther, ſince he has the ſame divine Attribute, 
which makes the Father ſo from all Eterni- 
ty. The Father is indeed greater than the 
Son, in Order of Fatherhood ; but this Sub- 
ordination of Order or Nature, argues no 
Inferiority in either: The Father, as he is fo, 


is before the Son ; but this is a Superiority 


of Order, or a perſonal Superiority, or it 
may reſpect the human Nature of Chriſt, but 
does not in the leaſt regard the divine Power 
and Godhead, which muſt be equal in both; 
for otherwiſe our Saviour could not, without 
Blaſphemy, ſay, I and my Father are one: 
Yer this Author debaſes him into an Equality 
with Angels and Men, for he ſays, It is 
© the ſovereign unoriginated Power, Sc. p. 7 5, 
76. the Abſurdity and Impiety of which I 
cannot better confute, than by uſing the 


Words 
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Words of the learned Dr. Trapp, in his Book 
on the Trinity, p. 166, 167, GS. 
According tothe Doctrine of the Socrmians, 
© our bleſſed Saviour is naturally a mere Man; 
© but, by the Will of the Father, advanced 
© tothe Dignity of God, and, being ſo advan- 
© ced, he is Deus verus, truly and properly 
God. Now I defire to know, how this No- 
tion differs from that of theantient Heathens, 
concerning deifying their Heroes, and turn- 
ing Men into Gods ? It is juſt the fame No- 
tion, and is cloathed with the ſame Abſurdiĩ- 
ty and Impiety. To ſuppoſe ſuch a fiftitious 
God is groſsPolytheiſm; and to worſhip ſuch 
a one is groſs Idolatry. Tis true, they en- 
deavour to avoid this Charge by a Diſtincti- 
on; but it is ſuch a one, as the Papiſts made 
_ uſe of before the Socinians, and the Pagans 
before either. 
Pag. 35. he produces Athanaſius as a 
Voucher on his fide, who acknowledged, 
© that, in the Creation of the World, the 
© Son ated in Obedience to the Will and 
Command of God the Father; and that he, 
© being the Sender of the Holy Ghoſt, was 
© greater than he.” And ſays, © That his 
Party owned, that the Father alone, as be- 
ning unoriginated, was the one ſupreme God 
© over all, &c. p. 37. The Father is (as he 
has proved from the Words of Hilary of 
_ Poiftiers) expreſly declared to be greater than 
the Son, as being unoriginated ; and he has 
many 
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many Paſſages from antient and modern Au- 
thors, to prove what we never denied, For, 
as I faid before, we allow of a Superiority of 


the Father to the Son, as Son, and much 


more ſo as Man, but not at all as God; and 
that the Son did, before his Incarnation, mi- 
niſter to the Pather, as well in the Creation, 


as in all Tranſactions between God and Man, 


but this Subjection was purely oeconomical ; 
ſo that he cannot from hence in Reaſon infer, 
that he is not God ſupreme, o bes T&I DxpaTws* 
or that the Abanaſian Party durſt not ven- 
ture to aſſert any ſuch Thing. [ Orat. 1. adv. 


Arian.] Whereas Athanaſius, after citing 


the Words of Heb. i. 3. and proving, that 
Creatures can have no manner of Likeneſs 


with their Author, and ſhewing how they 


detrat from the Greatneſs of the Father, 


who affirm the Son, who is the expreſs Image 


of God, to be a Creature, enumerates all the 
glorious Titles of the Father, and ſays, that 
whatſoever belongs to him, muſt belong to the 
Son, or elſe he could not be the expreſs Image 
of the Father. His Words are as follow ; 
®Oepe robe id wpeev Ta TE wales, dur X| THY ei 
SET, ei auTs £5" didtos ανẽ wal, & 
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To his Queſtion, p. 51. With what Rea- 
© foa we think the Son to be of the ſame eſ- 
« ſential, 7. e. unoriginated Nature and Per- 

6 ſections 
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© feQtions with the Father? I anſwer him 
with another; Why he ſhould make wro- 
riginated and eſſential equivocal Terms? 
hich we utterly deny; and, until he has 
proved they are, as he has aſſerted it, (by 
his, i. e. which is a ſhameſul begging of the 
Queſtion) the Queſtion is not fairly ſtated ; 
in the mean while we maintain, that the Son 
may have all the eſſential Attributes of the 
Deity, and yet the Father only be unorigi- 
rated; or that the Nature and Perſections, 
with the Eſſence and Subſtance of the Son, 
may be originated, and yet be abſolutely e- 
qual with thoſe of the Father, not withſtand- 
ing his poſitive Aſſertion to the contrary, 
without any Proof: And that there is no 
Contradiction in ſuppoſing the Son to have 

derived his Nature, Subſtance and Perfecti- 
ons from the Father, by an eternal, co-eval 
Emanation, and yet the Father only be un- 
originated. 
Why this Writer ſhould lay ſuch a heavy 
Charge againſt the Poſt- nicenes, as he has 
done, p. 5t. I can ſee no Reaſon. © The 
* Poſt-nicenes, talking of the Generation of 
© the Son of God, after the Manner of hu- 
© man Generation, run themſelves into the 
© moſt groſs Abſurdities and Impieties. 
I think the Expreſſions of 
Hilary have very plainly cleared them of 
this Charge: Eft ergo Deus Pater verus, 
tamquam veritatis Tater, non extrinſecus 

D creans, 


and 
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creans, ſed ex eo quod ipſe eff, Filium gene- 
rans, &c. Ruff. in Symb. p. 18. 

Ecclæſiæ Fides, ſolum verum Deum patrem 
confeſſa, confitetur & Chriſtum.— Per id enim 
Chriſtum confeſſa Deum verum eſt, quod ſo- 
lum verum Deum 7. fit Patrem. Hi- 
lary, cited by Dr. W. p. 289. 

From whence it appears plainly, as well 
as from other Paſſages there cited, that they 
held the eternal Generation of the Son from 
the Subſtance of the Father; nor did the 
Ante-nicenes hold any other Subordination, 
than that I have already ipoken of, and was 
admitted by the orthodox Church, in the 
pureſt Ages of Chriſtianity. 

As little Reaſon has he to infer from the 
Words of Dionyſius, that he made Chriſt a 
Creature, (as he was accuſed of doing by the 
Sabelliaus) contrary to the plain Inference 
which the Doctor had made from his Words, 
I fliPd God Father, and ſo the Son was in- 
cluded in him, that Chriſt conld not be a 
Creature ; for, not to mention that he calls 
them falſe Accuſers, who inferred from his 
calling God Creator, and Former of all 
Things, that he made him Creator of Chriſt ; 
which ſurely he would not have done, had 
he believed him to be ſuch. 

If he underſtood him to be always in the 
Father, undivided and inſeparable from him; 
then he muſt have underſtood him to have 
been with the Father before all Creation: 

Oy | For 
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For what is the Difference between being 
created and begotten? But one is the Pro- 
duction of a Being from Non: exiſtence, or 
from nothing, to Exiſtence; and begetting is 
producing a Being of the fame Nature from 
the original Head, or Subſtance of the Fa- 
ther. To ſuppoſe the Son to be always 
in the Pather, and yet created by him, 
is to ſuppoſe the Son to have been, and not to 
have been at the ſame Time. 

For as there never was a Time when the 
Father had not a Being, ſo there never was 
a Time when the ry was not in him; and 
if the Father is eternal, the Son muſt be ſo 
too, and could not in any Reſpect be a Crea+ 
ture; for if he created him, he muſt at the 
fame Time have created himſelf, in whom 
he always was. 

* This Dionyſius could not be ignorant of, 
whatever Reflections this Writer has thought 
fit to caſt upon him : But, it ſeems, he ſome- 
times will allow the Poſt-nicenes to be but 
falſe and inſufficient Witnefles for the true 
Doctrine of the Church, and the Ante-nicenes 
true; ſometimes the latter falſe, and the 
former true, as he thinks they ſerve his Pur- 
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* Whatever Being is a Creature, muſt be ſo in this, and no 
other Reſpect; for, as St Paul diſtinguiſhes all Beings into 
Creature and Creator ; ſo he never ſuppoſes any ether Crea- 
tures, but what were made by the Creator. And as he ſup- 
poles all Things to have been made by Chriſt, ſo he muſt 2 


ſuppoſed to have believed him to be the Creator, or dle ta 
have made himſelf. 
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poſe; tho', in 'Truth, neither of them, in 
thoſe very Paſſages he has cited, ſpeak cne 
Word for him. 

Gennadius had indeed called him Fons 
Arii; but it is to be obſerved, that the lear- 
ned Editor, in his Notes on Gennadius, pro- 
duces ſeveral Witneſſes of good Repute, to 
prove that his holding the Opinion of Arius 
was only a falſe Accufation, which was laid 
to his Charge. ESD 
© Baſil, indeed, does charge him with hay- 
ing uſed ſome unbecoming Expreſſions, in 
his violent oppoſing Sabellius. For, ſays he, 
"Oye Tooslby £Eapxir, Seitz: on un auTov Tow 
boi rr Y vics, X) TAUTE , Ka TH 
Paaopnuerte- Ta n ο,ti It bad been ſuffici- 
ent for him to have proved, that the Father 
and Son were not the (ame in Subject, to obtain 
the Victory over ſuch a Blaſphemer : Adding, 
that he did evidently obtain that, in proving the 
perſonal Diſtinction of Father and Son; but 
likewiſe ſappoſed more, i. e. the Difference 
of Subſtance : But all this is far from proving, 
that Sabellius had obtained the Victory over, 
or made good his Charge againſt him, of his 
holding Chriſt to be a Creature, or that he 
had not ſufficiently convinced that Heretic k. 
And whatever Athanaſius might ſay to the 
ſame Purpoſe, he plainly ſays, that the Ari- 
an Hereſy was overthrown by him; and that 
Arius againſt his Will plainly faw it, when 
he heard him fay, Ael d bels rarig nr, 
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Pag. 63. he contradicts the Doctor, after 
having left out Part of his Words, . e. in 
that Point, viz. with Reſpect to the Divi- 
nity of our bleſſed Lord. Take the Whole 
then of his Words, and I ſuppoſe he cannot. 
The Sum of Cerinthus's Herely, in that 
Point, was, that Jeſus and Chriſt were two 
Perſons; Jeſus a mere Man; and Chrift a 
_ celeſtial Spirit, which deſcended from above, 
and refided in the Man, not conſtantly, but 
| occaſionally, neither of them divine. Let 
the Reader look on p. 248. 
| To which this Writer ſays, And does 
© not Dr. W. do the ſame? Does he not ſup- 
'© poſe the human Soul and Body, or the 
C _ to be as diſtin a Perſon from 
© the Word, the divine Perſon, as Cerinthus 
did? Pray, how ſo? © Cerinthus held the 
© two Perſons united at the Baptiſm of Chriſt; 
Pr. V. holds them united about thirty 
© Years before, If this indeed were all the 
Difference, between the Unity of the divine 
and human Nature, in the Senſe of Dr. V. 
and that of Cerznthus ; it were not very 
great: But, with this Author's Leave, there 
is a great deal more. The Doctrine of Ce- 
rinthus, as cited by the Doctor from Jrenæus, 
is thus: Cbhriſtum, figurd columbæ, deſcen- 
diſſe in eum In fine autem, revolaſſe 
tlerfum 


. 

iterum Chriſtum de Jeſu. Here we may ob- 
ſerve, that Cerinthus held Jeſus and Chriſt 
firſt to have been two diſtin, ſeparate Per- 
ſons; which Dr. V. never ſuppoſes. That 
Chriſt deſcended upon Jeſus at his Baptiſm ; 
that afterwards Chriſt fled away from Jeſus, 
contrary to Dr. Vs Doctrine; and that Feſus 
ſuffered, and roſe again, and Chriſt remained 
impaſſible. Dr. Waterland ſuppoſes Jeſus 
Chriſt to be the ſame Perſon, conſiſting of a 
divine and human Nature, never ſubſiſting 
ſeparately, or divided; but that J. C. before 
his Incarnation, being very God, of the Sub- 

ſtance of the Father, took our Nature upon 
him, and became Man, by Aſſumption of the 
human into the divine Nature, when yet nei- 
ther ſubſiſted ſeparately; and always remain- 
ed God and Man, and ſuffered for us in the 
Fleſh in the ſame Perſon. And again, Ce- 
rinthus ſuppoſes neither of thoſe two Perſons 
to have been divine; and that the Word was 
Son, not of God Supreme, but of the Only 
Begotten. The Doctor ſuppoſes 7. and C. to 
be one and the ſame, the only begotten Son 
of God, God and Man both. And yet this 
Writer has the Confidence to defy the Doctor 
to ſhew any real Difference between his Doc- 
trine, and the Hereſy of Cerinthus. | 
He is deſirous to know how the Objection 
of Tritheiſm is to be anſwered, upon the 
Doctor's Notion, with which the Catholicks 
had been often charged by the Praxeans, Ne- 
etians 2 
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etians; and Sabellians ; ſays, the Doctor is 
© ſo cautious, as not to tell us how he anſwers 
© it; has nothing to ſay to the Objection, but 
© that they diſtinguiſh'd themſelves off from 
© Sabellianiſm, but ſo as to avoid the other Ex- 
© treme, afterwards called Arianiſin. Had not 
this Objection been anſwered over and over a- 
gain, this Writer might with ſome Reaſon 
call this a poor, low and unſcholarlike De- 
ſence of the antient Church. But that it was, 
the Doctor was ſenſible, and therefore thought 
a Repetition needleſs in this Place. However, 
I will, for che Satisfaction of the Reader, an- 
ſwer it in the Words of a * learned Writer. 
The Objection ſuppoſes it to be taken for 
granted on all Hands, as the known Doctrine 
of the Chriſtian World, that the Father, Son 
and Holy Ghoſt are one God, the Hereticks 
not daring openly to contradict the Senſe of 
the univerſal Church in that Matter. And 
as for the Catholic ks, if they had not believ- 
ed and profeſſed as we do, they could not 
have avoided anſwering the Objection, by al- 
ledging, that their Faith concerning the three 
Perſons ſtood clear of Tritheiſm, becauſe the 
two laſt are not God at all; inſtead of which, 
they conſtantly aniwer quite another Way, 
by reconciling (as we do) the Trinity of the 
three real diſtinct Perſons, each of them God, 
with the indiviſible Unity of the Godhead.” 


Now, 
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ter does, or will underſtand what they are, 


he muſt be ſenſible that this is the true An- 


ſwer. But this will not agree with his Scheme, 
and therefore he preſſeth us with the Objec- 


tion of Sabellius, who was condemned as an 
Atheiſt and Blaſphemer, for preſuming to 


aſſert Chriſt, the Son of God, to be d en: 
Tayroy beds. To this I anſwer, that tis plain, 
that Euſebius, who aſſerts this, is writing a- 
gainſt thoſe, who confounded the human Per- 


ſon of Chriſt with that of the Father, For, 
(ſays he) if the Perſon of Chriſt were the 


Perſon of the Father, and there were no 


Diſtinction of Perſons, then the human Per- 


ſon of Chriſt might be ſaid to be God over 
all, z. e. all which Sabellius having dared to 
affirm. was, Sc. So that all, that Euſebius 


aimed at, was, to condemn thoſe, who, with 


the SGabellians, confounded the Perſon of 
Chriſt with the Perſon of the Father, fo in- 
ferring from thence, that, according to his 
Opinion, the Father muſt be incarnate. Ka: 
puny UToFacy Te Vee; 2 78 £7 auTH Aoye* &s 
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7 Toy br Tau oy. But of this I ſhall ſay. 


more hereafter. g 


Why (he fays) does not the Doctor let 


© his Readers know, how the Catholicks 


« diſtin- 


Now, what reaſonable Man would defire a 
fairer, or plainer Anſwer to the Objection? 
An Anſwer, which ſtands clear of Tritheiſm, 
Sabellianiſm or Arianiſm. And if this Wri- 
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« diſtinguiſh'd themſelves off from Sabellia- 
« niſm ?' Anſw. What need was there for it in 
this particular Place? Had henot plainly told 
us, p. 325. how it differed from the Doctrine 
of the orthodox Chriftians? © If any one 
admitted Chriſt's Humanity, and added, 
© that a celeſtial Subſtance, or Spirit, reſted 
© ſometimes upon Jeſus, that was true, but 
«© ſtill ſhort of the whole Truth, in more 
© ReipeQs than one. If it were ſaid, con- 
«© ftantly reſiding, that was better, but ftill 
very inſufficient. If to that were added, 
© perſonally united, that came nearer up to 
© the full Truth, but ſill was evaſive, and 
© ſhort. Say, divine Subſtance perſonally u- 
© nited to the human ; that comes nearer to 
© the Point, than any of the former; but ſtill 
© there is Room for Evaſion, becauſe it might 
mean the Father, and then it amounts to 
© Sabellianiſm only, and Patripaſſianiſm. 
Add therefore, that ſuch divine Subſtance 
is perſonally diſtin&t from the Father and 
c ds H. Spirit; and then it is confeſſing three 
© real, and "Aivine Perſons in one Godhead, 
© w hich i is the whole Truth. Here then the 
Doctor has ſufficiently ſhewn, how honeft 
Chriſtians kept their Eyes fixed upon theſe 
two prime Verities, vig. that three real Per- 
ſons are one God, and that God and Man is 
one Chriſt, and diſtinguiſhed themſelves off 


from Sabellianiſ in. 
Bp. Bull, in his Engliſb Works, p. 830, 
E 
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$31. mentions an Epiſtle, wrote by Diom- 
ſeus, Biſhop of Rome, who, in defending 
the Catholick Doctrine, both againſt Sabelli- 
aniſm and Tritheiſm, hath theſe Words: 
© After he had refuted the Doctrine of Sa- 


© bellins, thus proceeds to diſcourſe, againſt 


© the contrary Hereſy, of thcſe, who di- 
vide, and cut aſunder, and overthrow the 
© moſt ſacred Doctrine of the Church of God, 
© parting the Monarchy into three certain 
© Powers and Fiypoſtaſes. For he (i. e. Sa- 
« bellins) blaſphemeth, by affirming, that 


„the Father is the Son; and on the other 


c fide, that the Son is the Father; but theſe 
Men, in a manner, teach three Gods. For 
6 it is abſolutely neceſſary, that we hold, that 
© the divine Word is united to the God of all 
Things, and that the Holy Ghoſt remains 
and dwells in God; and alſo, that the di- 


© vine Trinity is gathered together, and u- 


© nited into one, as into a certain Head: 
Here, and in the following Pages, the 


© Reader will ſee, how the Catholick Doc- 


© tors of the Church diſtinguiſhed themſelves 
c off, both from Tritheiſm and Sabell;aniſm.” 

Then he frames an Anſwer agreeable to 
his own Scheme ; that the Father only, as 
being unoriginated, was the one ſupreme 
God; and that the Son, tho' God, could not 
divide the Unity. I'm ſure no Man can re- 


concile this with Reaſon, that one ſhould be 


| God, and the other ſhould be God, and yet 


there 


— 


— 


there be but one G 
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od, who does not ſuppoſe 


them both the ſame God. Sure, if they be 


not the ſame, they muſt be two Gods, both 
contrary to the expreſs Declaration of Scrip- 
ture, and even to their Acknowledgment, 
who ſay there is but one God. But, ſays 
© this Author, Chriſt does not divide the U- 
© Nity, becauſe, tho God, he is an inferior 
* God in Nature and Perfections to the one 


© ſupreme God.“ To this I anſwer; If he 


is God at all, he is another beſides the Fa- 
ther, or elſe he is a mere Creature; for there 
is no poſſible Medium, or middle Perſon be- 
tween theſe ; neither can it be inferred from 
his being avTil@., unoriginated, and the 

Fountain of the Deity. Nay, and Dr. Clarke, 
whom this Author recommends, p. 8. as having 
laid the true Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity 
before the Church, in his Reply to Mr. Nelſon, 
p-. 59, 60, G1. ſays, that“ the Son is by Na- 


ture as truly God, as Man is by Nature 


«© truly Man, Sc. p. 81. The Son hath true 
« divine Power and Dominion communicated 


to him, which alone is that which makes 


© God to be God ere, ſupreme over 
© all' The Words of the Doctor, p. 225. 


he will by no Means allow of, as a convinc- 


ing Argument, that the Doctrine of the Tri- 
nity, as taught by him, is implied in the an- 
tient Creeds. In the Creed we conſeſs to 
believe in God the Father, the Son, and 
E 2 — 


(36) 


the Holy Ghoſt: The Conſequence ha 


makes a Banter of, i. e. it carries in it a 
Confeſſion of three divine Perſons being the 
© one true God of the Chriſtians; notwith- 
ſtanding the Doctor had proved this by the 
Teſtimony of Biſhop Bull, (upon which this 
Author himſelf ſeems to lay great Streſs, 
when, eſpecially, he thinks his Words fa- 
vour his Argument) Mzhs ſane videtur, in 
his paucis Verbis, Credo in Deum Patrem. 
Filium, & Spiritum Sanctum, magnam illam 
Veritatem, nempe Filium & Spiritum unum eſſe 
cum Patre Denm, &c. I believe it does not 
require much Skill to reconcile this Doc- 
trine with that of S. Paul, Eph. iv. 4, 5, 6, 
One Spirit, one Lord, ene God and Father 
of all, who is above all. For here as the 
Father is ſaid to be above all, ſo is the Son, 
as I have proved. And we may read where 
he is called the mighty God, the everlaſting 
Father. And we have Proofs ſufficient in 
Scripture for the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt, 
particularly Exod. xxxiv. 34. 2 Cor. iii. 17. 
1 Cor. xii. 5, 6, 7. 

Yet this Author inſiſts upon it, that thoſe 
Words of S. Paul prove, that not the three 
© divine Perſons, but one of them, the Fa- 
© ther, only 1s declared to be the one true 


© God of Chriſtians.— And, as the fame A- 
poſtle ſays in another Place, To us there 7s 
but one Cod, even the Father, can he ima- 
gine, that S. Paul underſtood here, that 

Chriſt 
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Chriſt was not true God, nor the Holy Ghoſt? 
Admitting that the Father only is aur, 
unoriginated, and the Fountain of the Dei- 
ty, does that prove, that all the effential 
Attributes of the Deity are not in the other 
two Perſons of the Godhead ? By no Means ; 
ſo that thoſe Words of the Apoſtle prove no 
more, than that God the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt are not the ſame Perſons in the God- 
head with the Father ; not that the Son or 
Holy Ghoſt are to 'be excluded by thoſe 
Words from the Title to be called God. 
The very ſame may be ſaid of the Paſſage 
which he has cited 3 S. Cyril, that was 
ſaid of the Words of S. Paul, p. 43. We 
© ought not only to believe in the one God; 
© but we alſo piouſly confeſs him to be the 
Father of his only begotten Son, c. i. e. 
that the Titles of one God, and Father of 
all, or of our cre 1 eſus Chriſt, are perſo- 
nal, peculiar to the firſt N in the Tri- 
nity, and no more prove, that the Title of 
God belonged not to the Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
than theſe being called God, as they often 
are, both in Scripture and in the Writings 
of the Fathers, exclude the Father from a 
Right to be ſo called. And I'm ſure, he 
cannot infer from Cyri/'s Words, what he has 
unjuſtly charged upon him, p. 49. That he 
© believed that the Son was not the one God.” 

Pag. 45. To invalidate the Teſtimony of 
Ireneus, which Dr. Waterland has * 


(33) 

ed in Defence of his Doctrine, he cites the 
Words of the fame Father: The Son is 
© the Hand of God, miniſtring to the Will 
© of God the Father. But this Subjection, 
as I before obſerved, was purely perſonal 
and oeconomical, and 2 no Inferiority in 
the Nature of the Godhead of the Son to 
that of the Father, as the ſame Author 
ſays, declaring his Faith in another Place, 
The Son and the Holy Ghoſt are the Self 
of the Father. Fecit ea per ſemet ipſum, 
© boc eſt, per Verbum & Sapientiam ſuam. 
Tertull. adv. Praxin. es 

Pag. 47. he fays, Having tried what he 
© can do with genuine Crecds, he next pre- 
« ſents his Reader with one which is ſpuri- 
© ous, the famous romantick Creed, which 
© Gregory of Neæocæſarea is ſaid to have re- 
© ceived by Revelation from the Virgin 
Mary. So here this Author has condemn- 
ed this Creed as ſpurious ; but the Reader 
will be wiſer than to believe what is ſaid by 
him, if he will but take the Pains to read the 
Words of Biſhop Bull, in Defence of this 
Creed, ſome few of which I have here re- 
cited, Sect. ii. Cap. 12. For not only Nuſ- 
« finus, but Gregory Nyſſen aſcribes it to him, 
i. e. Gregory of Neoc4ſarea ; for, ſpeak- 
© ing of that Confeſſion, he ſays, By which 
= © Confeſ- 

That the Father is greater than the Son, as he is the 
Principal, the Fountain, and Original of the Deity, has always 


been the Faith of the Catholick Church, but not that he is fo 
in Time or Nature. | 


( 39 ) 


« Confeſſion the People of Cæſarea to this 
Pay are inſtructed, which remains untouch- 
© ed by all heretical Malice: That all the 
People of the City conſtantly received it as 
© his Creed; and by that Means, that the 
© Church of Neocæſarea, when the whole 
World was Arian, preſerved itfelf from 
the Infection: That Baſilius the Great, 
© Brother to this Gregory Nyſſen, in his 75th 
Epiſtle to the Neoceſareans, teſtifies, that 
in his tender Years, he heard thoſe Words 
of Gregory Thaumaturgus from his Grand- 
mother Macina, by which he was inſtruct- 
ed in the right Faith concerning the Trini- 
© ty, and by the Words in tenera ætate] 
« underſtands, before the Nicene Council: 
That this Confeſſion of Faith was acknow- 
< ledged by all the Fathers, aſſembled in the 
fifth oecumenical Synod, to be truly the 
« genuine Creed of Gregory Thaumaturgns : 
That becauſe tis manifeſtly oppoſed to the 
c Hereſfies which diſturbed the Church of 
« Chriſt in thoſe Times, therefore it plainly 
« ſayours of the Age of Gregory: That this 
Creed oppoſed two reigning Hereſies in the 
Times of Gregory, i. e. the Sabellian, who 
© held, that Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt 
« differed only in Name, not in Perſon; the 

© other contrary to the Sabellians, who di- 
vided the Trinity into three Perſons diffe- 
© rent from each other, and held, that the 
< Son and Holy Ghoſt were mere as, - 
as 


1 

Pag. 48. he calls the Poſtnicene Writers a 
Parcel of falſe and inſufficient Witneſſes ſor 
the Evidence of the Senſe of the antient 
Church, altho' they have been eſteemed by 
the Learned as very ſufficient Witneſſes, and 
who well underſtood the Principles of their 
Catholick Predeceſſors; and have been, as 
ſach, cited by the Author of the Critical 
Hiſtory of the Apoſtles Creed, p. 77, 78. 
Yet there are Teſtimonies cited from An- 
tenicene Fathers themſelves, in Proof of that 
general and acknowledged Truth, that the 
profeſſing our Belief in God as a Father, is at 
the ſame Time acknowledging the Divinity 
of the Son; and that the ſame Thing is 
proved, from the Title of Son, or only Son, 
applied to the ſecond Perſon in the Trinity. 
Pag. 49. To invalidate the Evidence of the 
Poſtnicene Writers, he accuſes Athanaſins, 
the moſt famous of them, of Ignorance of 
the Doctrine of the primitive Church, which 
is, that the Son was begotten, and ſubſiſted 
by the Will of the Father. To which 1 
anſwer, that this is indeed true in one Senſe, 
1. e. that the Son did ſubſiſt by the Will of 
the Father: The Generation of the Son may 
be by a Neceſſity of Nature, without exclud- 
ing the Concurrence or Approbation of the 
Will. So S. Inatius expreſſes it, dr er 
£235 Oe xaTa cupras ui OE K 22 
But there was an Arian Senſe of it, which 


alone 8. Athanaſius condemned; which was, 
that 


— 


* 


(41 


that he ſubſiſted by the arbitrary Will, z. e. 


free Choice of the Father, and that he might 


poſſibly not have ſubſiſted at all. 


Pag. 49, 50. Aſter all, the Sum of Dr. 


ss Evidence, from the Poſtnicene Wri- 


ters, amounts to no more, than to prove 
© the Son to be God, (which is not denied) 
© becauſe the Father is God, which is no 
© Proof at all: That the Name of Father im- 
© plies a Son; yes it implies all Mankind to 
© be his Sons; and*he (the Doctor) farther 
« pretends, that in their Opinion (tho' they 


did not fay fo much) the Son muſt be al- 


© lowed to be of the fame Nature with the 
© Father, and equal in all effential Perfections.“ 

I cannot imagine how he could read the 
Doctor's Book (if he had read it attentively) 
and write thus! Do not the Paſſages cited 
expreſly tay, that all Things that are the Fa- 


_ ther's belong to the Son? That, the Father 


being eternal, the Son muſt be eternal too ? 
Can the fame be faid of all Mankind? Sure 


this Author will not dare to affirm this: Why 


then does he make ſuch an unequal Compa- 
riſon? Neque enim Filius eſt cui alia ac 
diſſimilis erit a Patre ſubſtantia. Per 
id enim Chriſtum confeſſa Deum verum eſt, 

uod ſolum verum Deum confeſſa ſit Patrem. 

here is therefore no eſfential Attribute or 
Perfection in the Father, which is not in the 


Son likewiſe, according to theſe Writers; 


therefore he is equal to him in all eſſential 
F Perfec- 


(42) 
Perfections.— Pater enim ſic omni poten- 
tem Filium genuit, ſicut eſt ipſe Pater omni- 
Pot ens. Tlatepe Toy Otoy 5 roh,, ty d u 
TW yoEly TaTga, yongopey Y Toy View" vis ap of 
rrerrecs they £51 pee Fd Tw dr. 
What Proofs can be plainer, than what are 
produc'd from the Writings of Bp. Bull? 
which I need not here recite, becauſe the 
Reader may ſee them plainly in the Doctor's 
own Words, p. 242, 243. where, after hay- 
ing produc'd all the Reaſons, on Account of 
which Chrift, or Angels, or Men could be 
called Sons, he ſhews, that in no Reſpect, 
beſides that of his real and eternal Divinity, 
he could poſſibly be called the only begotten 
Sion of God. Cyril held the Son to be true 
. © God, and conſubſtantial with the Father; 
© but did not infer from either, that he was 
© the one God of Chriſtians, the one ſupreme 
© God, or equal to the Father.“ Anſw. There 
was no Occaſion for him to make this Infe- 
rence in expreſs Terms, becauſe it is of it- 
ſelf ſo eaſy and natural; for the Chriſtians 
worſhip the true God, and no other, and he 
is the ſupreme God: And if Chriſt be the 
true God, as was allowed by S. Cyril, of 
courſe he allowed him to be the ſupreme God, 
and equal to the Father. For being con- 
© ſubſtantial, he knew, implied no ſuch 
© Thing, nor was ſo underſtood by the Coun- 
6 cil of Nice. Anſw. Does not this Author 
acknowledge, that the Council of Nice un- 
derſtood 
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derſtood by the Word 00285! that the 
Son was like the Father in all Things ? And 
that amounts to the ſame, as if he had ſaid, 
he was equal to the Father in all eſſential 
Perfections; as was before proved. 
Again, p. 44. * That the Son might be 
true God, and yet there be to ns Chriſtians 
© but one God, even the Father, of whom are 
all Things, was plain to him for this Rca- 
© ſon, becauſe the Son was not the one God.” 
This Author ſhould have produced the 
Paſſage of S. Cyril, in which he reaſons, that 
the Son might be the true God, and yet not 
the one God, before he had made the follow- 
ing falſe Boaſt of Victory; and ſhewn the 
Difference between being the one God and 
the true God; which I'm ſure he cannot do 
from Scripture, Reaſon, or Antiquity. 

Pag. 72. he obſerves upon John i. 1, 2, 3. 
In the Beginning was the Word, and the 
Word was with God, and the Word was 
God, Kc. that there are indiſputably two di- 
ſtinct Beings, according to Dr. Vs own Senſe. 
But why muſt Dr. Waterland be brought to 
vouch for him, becauſe he ſays a Perſon is an 
intelligent Agent ? This is a very falſe Con- 
ſequence : For though the Father and Son, 
two Perſons, are mentioned in the Text, yet 
they are but one Being; one of the Perſons, 
« ſtild the Word, is diſtinguiſh'd from the 
other, ſtil'd abſolutely o Oecs. Anſw. This 
is a begging the Queſtion; for the Word is 

2 called 


( 44 ) 

called God in the ſame Verſe wherein the 
Father is called God, and therefore muſt be | 
underſtood the fame God with the Father. 
As to the Diſtinction which he would fain 
make between Oels, God, without the Greek 
Article o, and d Oeds, a divine Perſon, it has 
long ſince been confuted. For the Article 
is ſometimes annexed to Oecs, when applied 
to the Son, and ſometimes not, when applied 
to the Father. (See Afts xx. 28.) How ſball 
Man come to God, if God, 5 Oeds, bad not 
come to Man? ſays 8. Irenæus. 

And as for his Diſtinction between all 
Things being made ur” aus, by him, or of 
him as the efficient Cauſe, and qu avrs, of 
him, imply ing the miniſterial Agency of the 
Son; it can be of no more Service to his Cauſe 
than the other. For the Prepolition qu, 
with a Genitive Caſe after it, is frequently 
uſed, as well in Scripture, as Eccleſiaſtical 
Writings, to expreſs the efficient Cauſe, as 
much as bro, Or £9 Or T6059 or any other, 
as Dr. Waterland has fully proved, 1 Def. 
p. 185, 186. 

In his Expoſition of this Chapter and Verſe 
of John he ſays, © the Word was a Meſſen- 

« ger, Angel, and Repreſentative of the Moſt 
High God; but when he was made Fleſh, | 

« inſtead of "this Character, he received a 
greater, more glorious and divine Name. 
© After his Reſurrection he was raiſed ftill 
* higher, had a perſonal Dominion given him, 


had all Power given him in Heaven and © 
_ © Earth. 
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© Earth.” Then he asks the Queſtion, © Where 
* is the Hereſy of this Expoſition ? Where 
is the Hereſy * ? The Hereſy is ſuch as a- 
mounts to the higheſt Degree of Impiety 
and Blaſphemy. For according to this, our 
Saviour is no more than a mere Creature, in- 
veſted with a Commiſſion or Power, in a 
greater or leſſer Degree, given or taken from 
him, according to the Will of his Superior: 
For he has repreſented him as having been 
twice preferred ; firſt at his Incarnation. And 
ſecondly at his Reſurrection. This muſt cer- 
tainly inſpire us with very high Sentiments 
of the great Love of Chriſt for us, to ſup- 
poſe him not to have humbled himſelf to a 
low Eſtate to have redeemed us from our 
Sins, but to have been exalted, and put into 
a higher Commiſſion for that End. Or where 
is the mighty Thanks, due to our Saviour 
from us for this extraordinary Act, when he 
is the greateſt Gainer by it, in receiving a 
higher Poſt? No, on the contrary, the Scrip- 
ture ſays, that being i in the Form of God, be 
tool upon him the Form of a Servant, and. 
made himſelf of 10 Reputation; that he 
humbled himſelf, and became obedient to 
Death. 

Pag. 74. Who can find out from the 
Words of the Apoſtle, that the Word, who 
© was with God, by whom all Things were 
© made, is the fame God with the Father ; - 
© the ſame God, with whom he was in the 
© Beginning.” Thus I anſwer, © How ſhall 1 

© the 


+ - 

the moſt judicious Reader, be ever able to 
underſtand Language, if in the ſame Verſe, 
and fame Sentence, the ſame Word ſhall 
itand for two Ideas, or bear two Senſes 
widely different from each other? And that 
too, not only without any Guard or Cau- 
tion, or any Notice given of the Change 
of Ideas; but alſo with ſuch Circumſtances, 
as give no Suſpicion of any ſuch Change, 
but all tend to confirm us the more, that 
the fame Idea is ſtill kept up, and cqually 
applied to the Father and Son? 

Lid. This is Dr. Vs avowed Senſe, for 
© which he gives no better a Reaſon, than 
© that ſtale exploded Pretence, that if he be 
not the ſame God with the Father, he muſt 
© beanother God, and in Conſequence there 

© muſt be two Gods. Why, Sir? Is this *an 
4 Pretence? 
Bi. Two Gods are two equally ſu- 
© preme, unoriginated Agents, Perſons, or 
+ Gods. 


SS a KH a Ge 5 oo a2 


Sure one God and another God make two Gods, as much 
as one Man and another Man (and fo one and another of any 
Thing elſe) make two Men; otherwiſe that other is not G 
which is contrary to the Suppoſition. And Indeed, according 


d this Author, Chriſt cannot be God. The Scripture allows 


but one God, commands us to worſhip but one God ; and if 
he believes Chriſt not to be that one God, or the ſame God, 
he cannot be God at all ; for God is but one: And ſo, if this 
Author upon this Principle pays him divine Worſbip, and teach- 
es Men ſo to do, he moſt by 7 his 222 de * 
and teac Idolatry, for Seri allow but 
5 * Gad. As 3 Pretence I al. di- 
1 Worſhip, it ſhall be more fully confuted here- 


mentioned. If this be not pery 
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© Gods.” So that, according to this Au- 
thor, the Father may be God, and the Son 
God, and yet it ſhall not be inferred, that 
there are two Gods, notwithſtanding in the 
ſame Verſe, and ſame Sentence, the ſame 
Word God is applied to both Father and Son; 
but the Father ſhall be God, the true God, 
and the Son a God in that low Senſe aboye- 


erting the 
Scripture to make it ſpeak what Senſe he 
pleaſes, I know not what to call ſo. 

This impious Notion is fully confuted by 


the Rev. Dr. V. himſelf, in his Defence, 
p. 38, 39, Sc. to which I refer the learned 
R | | 


eader. 


The whole Drift and Method of the 
arguing of the Antients ſuppoſes and implies 


the utmoſt Contradiction to it. They pre- 
ſumed, that none could perſonate God, or 
© uſe the Stile of God, who was not really 
© God: '— For as nothing but Man can fully 
and adequately reprefent Man; ſo nothing 
© but God can perfectly and ſuitably repre- 

© ſent God.” | 
J would as Kk this Gentleman, Whether or 
no he believes Chriſt to have been a God an- 
tecedently to this Repreſentation, before he 
appeared as a Repreſentative of the Moſt 
High God to the Patriarchs, even before the 
World was made; as the Antients always 
owned, and he muſt likewiſe. If fo, then is 
he not a God by Office, but by Nature; for 
| he 
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he cannot pretend that he had any Office be- 
fore the Foundation of the World: If fo, 
then he muſt be God by Nature, and then he 
mult be either the ſame with the Father, or 
he muſt be another God by Nature with the 
Father, and with him make two Gods by 
Nature. If he ſays that Chriſt was a God by 
Office before the World was made, let him 
ſhew us what that Office was; and if he 
cannot, then he muſt own, if he was God at 
all, that it muſt be by Nature that he was 
God, or how otherwiſe, which he has not 
done. _— 

Pag. 88, 89. he contradicts Dr. V. who 
had taught for very good Reaſons (which 
this Author thinks fit to call frivolous Pre- 
tences) to prove, that Heb. i. 10. Thou, 
Lord, in the Beginning haſt laid the Foun- 
tion of the Earth, &c. are ſaid of God the 
Son; and adds, that Dr. V. in proving (or 
endeavouring to prove) this to be the right 
Expoſition, labours to make S. Paul contra- 
dict himſelf, who had ſaid juſt before, Ver. 2. 
that God made the Worlds, id, by bis Son. 
His trifling Argument from the. Prepoſition 
gi has been already confuted : But [admitting 
this Expoſition of the Doctor's to be true) 
might not S. Paul very conſiſtently fay, that 
God the Son in the Beginning laid the Foun. 
dation of the Earth, and yet that God made 
the Worlds by his Son? If he denies this, let 
him be anſwered by our Sayiour himſelf, My 
| 1 11 Fat hr 
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Father worketh hitherto, and Tapork; — 
ſocver Things the Father doeth, that alſo 
doeth the Som John v. 17, 19. Tho' ſome- 
times; both in Scripture and antient Authors: 
the Heavens are called the Work of God's 
Hands ; z and, in a figurative Senſe, the Son 
and Spirit are all. the © Hanks pc His 
re that Origin, lib. 6. p . cont. 
Cell. underſtands the Words of Ge . Fa- 
ther is falſe; he does indeed call him there, 
J el ve Outs But yet in the ſame 
Narr he ſays, . the Maker of 
all Things, Th is 5 Prxxoopnonyes Ls TE 
&s avlos vis bed, And 3 1 n Inptagyes 
Tas V Tavlos, vids 801 is Oeß, p. 309. 
Euſebins, he ſays, in a Commentary upon 
the Palm, underſtands the Words of God the 
Father; Where this Commentary of Euſe- 
hius is to be met with, he has not thought fit 
to tell us, nor can 1 find out any ſuch; 
however I have not found fo much Sincerity 
in this Author, by his former Citations, as to 
believe there is any ſuch Commentary, where- 
in Euſebius underſtands the Words of God the 
Father. 
Pag. go. , © Another Text which Dr. 7 
© judges to favour his N otion, is Jobn » x. 30. 
© I and my Father are one; as if this meant, 
© or could mean, that the Father and Son 
were the ſame God. The Jews, indeed, 
© drew fuch an invidious Inference from theſe 


© Words; the Unreaſonableneſs of this Charge 
G a 


TW 
be confuted' Avſ. Undoubtedly the Doc- 
tor judged very right, in thinking theſe 
Words to favour his Notion, that the Father 
and Son were the ſame God; and the Infer- 
ence which the Fews drew from them was 


proper enough, in charging our Saviour with 
making himſelf God; and which Charge 


our Saviour was ſo far from denying, that he 
inſiſts upon, and proves that which he had 
before aſſerted, i. e. that he was the ſame 
God with the Father : He does indeed con- 
fute the Unreaſonableneſs of their C : 
z. e. of their charging him with Blaſphemy, 
in making himfelf God, becauſe that ſome- 
times even great Perſons, who act by the 
Authority of God, as Princes and Kings, are 
ſometimes called Gods in the Scriptur 


much leſs ſhould he be guilty of Blaſphemy 


in calling himſelf God, who is the Son of 


that Father who had ſanctified him and ſent 
him into the World; but he is fo far from 
denying himſelf to be God, that he confirms 
what he had faid before, Ver. 3o, -1. IT and 
my Father are one, and for which then the 
Jews took up Stones again to ſtone him, as 
charging him with Blaſphemy in calling him- 
ſelf God; for he ſays what might in Reaſon 
confirm them in the Belief that he was God, 
Ver. 37. If 1 do not the Works of my Father, 
believe me not; but if I do, though ye believe 


not me, believe the Works, that ye may —_ 


es, and 
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_—_ that the Father is in me, and 1 
in bn ee 
The Unity intimated in the Expreſſion of 
the Father and him being one, is, I confeſs, 
an Unity of Concord and Power ; bur it does 
not therefore follow from'thence, that it is 
an Unity of metaphyſical Subſtance likewiſe, 
as this Author denies that it is. The fame 
© Unity which was between our Saviour and 
© his Father, our Lord prays may be in his 
< Diſciples,” * id ob x 11, 22, 23.) 
Holy Father, ke ” thine own Name 
thoſe whom thou Ay given me, that they may 
be one, as We are. That they all may 
be one, as than Father art in me, and I in 
#bee, that they alſo may be one in uu. 
That they may be one, even as We are one. 
By theſe Words this Author would endea- 


one with God, than by an Unity of Love 
and Concord, by which his Diſciples, or- any 
other Men, are capable of being one. But 
© there are a thouſand other Places in Scrip- 
< ture in which it is impoſſible that the Words 
© ſhould be taken in their literal Rigour, eſ- 
« pecially in Compariſons and Alluſions; for 
© there is no Neceſlity that this ſhould be 
©. underftoud as a Parallel, when a Simile 
© will folve the whole Matter. There is, 
ſuppoſing our Doctrine of Chriſt's Divinity 
to de true, no more real Difficulty in theſe 


c Texts than in another, which at firſt Sight 
G 2 appears 


your to prove, that Chriſt is no otherwiſe 
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b appears to be more plain, Be 0 therefore 
e perfect, as your Father which is in Heaven 
75 perfect: This, ſtrictly 1 is im- 
poſſible; but the Meaning is (as all ac- 
Enowiledge) that we ſhould come as near 
it as we can; and the fame may be faid of 
© the Places we are now conſidering, that 
© they may be one as we are, and that they 
© may be one in us; ſo I conclude one to be 
F as frong an Argument againſt the Arians 
* for the Divinity of Chriſt, as the Particle 
c are is againſt the Sabellians, for a Diſtinc- | 
© tion of Perſons.” objets again ——__ 
Pag. 94 and 95, he 
W's encopeetuticn of Rom. ix. of whom 
as concerning the Fleſb Chriſt as who is 
over all God bleſſed for ever; who under- 
ſtands the Words God bleſſed. for ever to be 
ſpoken of Chriſt. And St. Paul, ſays he, 
© his entered a Caveat againſt both the Sen- | 
_ © ſes, i. e. in which the Tritheifts and Sabel- 
© lians underſtood the Words; 1 Cor. xv. 
24, 27, 28. For he hath put all Thmgs un- 
der his Feet ; but when he ſaith, all Things 
are put under him, it is manifeſt that he 3 4 
excepted, who did put all Things under him: 
We are not about to defend theſe Hereticks 
in the wrong Uſe they make df the Scrip- 
ture, but I believe this Caveat will ſcarce be 
admitted againſt the true Senfe of the Words, 
as applied to Chriſt ; for there is no one but 
muſt i in his own Judgment allow, that al- 
— 


in 8. 
be Yer 
or the 


As to the 
% ys, that the Word Sus is 


he 
in ſeye- 
it is 


jal antient Lotis MSS. of and it 
doubtful whether Cyprian —＋ it in his Copy 


or not. The Anſwer to which is this, that 
is Aﬀertion is falſe, if Dr. Malls and 

Pearſon be believed, who expreſly de- 
clare, that all the antient MSS. have it. If 
he will Rill maintain his Aſſertion to be 
true, tet him produce ſuch MSS. where it is 


Dr. Mills aflerts, that it was in the moſt 
antient MSS. and mentions ſeveral very an- 
tient MSS. in which the Word is read, 5. e. 
thoſe which Manutius, Morelius and Pame- 
ius made uſe of, in two very antient ones in 
the Bodleian Library ry, and a very old one in 
New . and in one in Lincoln College 
Library, that Cyprian uſed it to prove the 
Divinity of Chrift : That Hilary, in his 
Commentary on Pſalm cxxii. uſes it for the 
ſame Purpoſe, whoſe Words are, Chriſftus 


eſt ſuper omnia Deus: Hoc er 
522 dictum eſt; ut 3 


id 


unus innaſcibilis Deus eft ; non ad. 
imi unigenito Deo, poſſe quod Deus N. Deus 
enim ner que unus ft, &c. ah 


AR. 


Word was inforred dy ; ay == By, Þ. oy 


log who was over all, to wit, Ses; 
yet this is but meer ConjeQure, which ought 
not to paſs for Proof. Tis evident, by the 
Confeſhon. of Eraſmus, that St. Ambroſe and 
Theophydadt aſſert this Place to be underſtood 
of the Son of God; that Chryſoſtom in Hom. 
5, and 20, againſt the Avomeans, and 1 E 

to the Coramtbians, proves by that Verte, 


with Father and Son. | 

He does. indeed ſay, that Cy rian did o- 
mit the mention of the Word Deus in this 
Verſe, in a Book againſt the eus, but that 
it was by the Careleſineſs of ban; and if 
| it be omitted in thoſe Texts of aim the 
Syrian Writer, might not that be for the 
_ lame Reaſon, i. e. the Carelefineſs of Wri- 

ters? That other is a vain Conjecture of this 
Author, that this Expreſſion is —c by the. 
Apoltle i in a ſudden Motion of the Mind, as 
returning Thanks to God for his gracious 
Purpoſe in redeeming Mankind, God who it 
over all be bleſſed for ever; or G00 be bleſſed 
for ever ; as St. Thomas aid, My Lord and 
2 God; for the Context agrees with the 


vulgar Reading, of whom, as concerning the 


F. leb, Chrift came, &c. And Dr. Mills con- 
cludes, 


that the Word Deus promiſcuouſly agrees 


(5s ) 


clades, Lefjonem bane preferient. Cod. 
MSS. omnes. 
They are called the Miniſters of Vatan, 
who atfirm, are clas tory d £71 bor Dees, 
that Obriſt i is the God over all; to which is 
oppoſed, en en aulos 8 Ely 0 ET1 raus Oel. 
Y ralig, a vids f deins. 
The Apoſtolical Conſtuutrons, explaining 
the ſame Herefics, lay, regt Fe 88 4 a n- 
Joy Ely Toy Ino rer ei Tay Deer Iren £v8- 
c autoy cus TA Jg oN ks, ur bio 8 
vage ger elo cs. Again, T'ws Ts rd 
8X ri oot Joxet 6 Neis girl £% rns T=gberay 
4 0 ert rasen Occ 0 4 wy raver {wp 3 ris uy 
0 r ETON eie; Tis 0 bur. av os 7 ny o 
£TL Tav.ay eos. O 4 ehen p ZYQL bas 
Tas, n 1 £xxAgvix r Oed ey Alas 
ens eynaleAdter Eccl. Theol. Eu feb. Ld. = 2. 
..S 4 de Ve Toy ETEXELIE TY 3 vo 1. 
| vie dy Tis ET eu qe bier. Ecc . Wr 
1. c. 7: And: again, Q &rws £xavkoy = 
un Toy TL ; alun eit Elya hear, pad” b roy r 
ec) Toy is ur ov viov. Lib. 2. C. 14. 
The Epiſtles from whence theſe firſt Paſ- 
ſages are taken, are reckoned among the 
ſpurious and interpolated Works of Ignatius, 
and are the Words not of Ignatius himſelf 
but of fome other Counterfeit ; but allowing 
them a Place, and that we are, according to 


the primary Intention of theſe P to 
reject the Errors of thoſe Hereticks, who 


confounded (as this Fſeudo, or counterfeit 
Ignatius 


(56) 


as ſays, in his oe to the pane) 
r 


Dna —_ that Chrin » = 
not a Virgin, (Sc. we cannot, 
te Tune it guilty of wicked Hereſy (as 


iſhop Uſber obſeryes on theſe 
nguiſh the Father from the Son 

F 
as Cerinthus and other Hereticks have done; 
for as St. Paul, Eph. iv. 6. calls the Father 

eis Oeos x; of ſo does he Chrift like- 
wile, Rom. ix x. 5. nor is it fo much as denied 
in any of theſe Paſſages cited by this Author, 
Hear Dr. Mills to — 
I have tranſlated. 

© Some, fays he, ma agine, that be- 
c cauſe Pſeude-lg natius _— for the true 
J Eller tis certain, that he read the A- 
e's Words as we) calls thoſe the Mini- 
s of Satan who affirmed Chriſt to be d 
© en: Terwy Occ, that therefore he did not 
© allow of that Reading : Bur this is fo far 
© from being true, that the Hereticks were 
* confirmed in this Hereſy, namely, that 
© they took Chriſt to be Demiurgus, an nd 
© foo y rurrengaroges, by which he meant the 
very ſame with the Father, and therefore 
© neither the Son of 
gin, from thoſe very Words of the Apoſtle, 
* falſly underſtood. As therefore this Pſeu- 


s * do-Ignatius was an Arias, tis = 


nor born of a Vir- |} 


87). 
© that he ſhould call thoſe the Miniſters of 
« Satan. 
Who, from theſe Words of the Apoſtle, 
by falſe Interpretation, could either draw, or 
ſeem to draw ſuch a monſtrous Hereſy, i. e. 
that Chriſt was neither the Son of God, not 
born of a Virgin, but a Demiurgus. So that 
theſe, and other like Citations from thoſe 
4 Epiſtles of Ignatius, are ſo far from 
confirming us in the Opinion, that the Word 
Oeos is not here to be read and applied to Chriſt, 
that they are the ſtrongett Proofs imaginable 
for both, fince there is no other Paſlage in 
Scripture where Chriſt is expreſly called, ; 
£Ti Tayrwy Oz, from whence they could read 
it, or draw, or be charged with drawing ſuch a 
Hereſy, as Pſeudo- Ignatius thro a falſe Inter- 
pretation of it has charg'd them with drawing. 
But aſter all the 1 which this Writer 
has made againſt this Word, and he finds it 
will ſtand its Ground, he is reſolved to 
make another freſh Aſſault againſt the Text. 
The Text, he ſays, with the Word Oeo⸗ 
© init, 1s alfo cited by the antient Council 
of Antioch, in their Synodic Epiſtle, and 
© they cite it to prove the Divinity of Chriſt, 
© but not his ſupreme Divinity, or that he 
© is God over all bleſſed for ever; either 
c having not in their Copy the Word God 
© Oc05s** But if it proves Chriſt's Divinity, 
muſt it not prove his ſupreme Divinity; fot 
what can he mean by a Divinity that is not 
H ſupreme ? 
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ſupreme? There can be no ſuch Thing; ſor 
there is no Divinity but that of the one God, 
and that Divinity is ſupreme, and no other; 
and to talk of a Divinity that is not ſupreme, 
is the ſame Contradiction as to talk of a God 
that is not God, or of a ſupreme Power that 
1s not ſupreme. 

But farther, tis ſufficient Proof on our 
Side, if it be at all owned, that they had and 
did cite the Text with the Word Oecs, in 
their Synodick Epiſtle : For if the Divinity of 
God the Father is to be proved from the 
Phraſe as uſed by St. Paul, Eph. iv. 6. as it 
certainly may, why may not the Divinity 
of the Son likewiſe, from that of Rom. ix. 5 
Or why muſt not the ſame Senſe of the 
Phraſe be underſtood, when applied to the 
Son, as when tis applied to the Father? 
*Tis impoſlible to give a Reaſon to the con- 
trary; for where there is no Difference in 
Titlcs, there can be no Difference of Honour 
or Excellence underſtood by thoſe Titles. 
Pag. 103. He proceeds to ſhew what he 
calls the Senſe of the primitive Church upon 
ſome other Texts, which, he ſays, teaches a 
Doctrine directly oppoſite to the Doctor's 
Hypotheſis ; Mat. xix. 7. Why calleſt thou 
me Good? There is none good but one, that is 
God. This Text was underſtood by all 
the Antients as ſpoke of God the Father, 
© the original, ſupreme, underiyed Good; 
© the 
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«© the Son being the Image, as of the Perſon, 
© ſo of the Goodneſs of God the Father.” 
But admitting this to be true, is there any 
Argument here to prove that our Saviour is 
not the ſame God, or that he is' not equal 
with the Father in Goodneſs ? Nothing like 
it: For we muſt obſerve, that our Saviour 
does not here deny himſelf to be God, but 
rather argues with them to prove, from their 
own Appellation of him, that he muſt be 
the fame God with the Father; for, ſays he, 
you could not in Reaſon call me Good, un- 
leſs you believed me to be the fame God 
with the Father, there being none abſolutely 
good but him only; therefore I prove from 
your own very Words, that I am God, and 
this you ought to believe, or elſe you act 
very unreaſonably in aſcribing the Title of 
Good to me; to prove yourſelves therefore 
conſiſtent with yourſelves, you muſt acknow- 
ledge that I am God. But if the Son be 
the Image of the Father's Goodneſs, does 
it not from hence follow, that he is the ori- 
ginal ſupreme Good? For if he was in all 
Things like unto the Father, as this Writer 
aſſerts, wherein can he be like him, and not 
the ſame abſolute ſupreme Good with the 
Father? And as for thoſe Words which he 
has cited out of Euſebius of Ceſarea, they, 
I am ſure, do not contradict the Aſſertion 
that he is, for the Words are, Kay egi. 
rel Ts vis palnon oo, £51 4) avrys ayals* 
2 e TETED 
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Prue ——— £:xay ayaborme. als (rages) 


If you enquire concerning the Son, you will 


underſtand that he is good, ſince he is the 
Image of the Father's Goodneſs, but not in 
the leaſt inferior or leſſer in Goodneſs to 
him. 5 
This Author has many Paſſages to prove 
the Inferiority of the Son to the Father, 
particularly from Biſhop Bull, Def. F. N. 
Sect. 2. c. 9. 9 10. Certe patre tanquam 
ſummo opifice quaſi imperante, per filium 
Patris juſionem & valuntatem exequentem ; 


creata fuiſſe omnia, adeo Arianum non eſt, 


ut etiam Catholict Doftores, —— ilud 
| affirmare non ſunt veritz ; and from Biſhop 


4th. 5 
We muſt not ſo far endeavour to involve 
_ * ourſelves in the Darkneſs of this Myſtery, 


© as to deny the Glory which is clearly due 


© unto the Father, whoſe Pre-eminence unde- 
© niably conſiſteth in this, that he is God, not 
© of any other, but of himſelf, and that there 
© is no other Perſon who is God, but is God of 
© him; and from our Saviour's own Words, 


M Father is greater than JL. To all which 


it may be ſufficient to anſwer, that as to mi- 
niſtring and being ſubject, Scripture and Fa- 
thers agree in theſe two Things, and ſo do 
we; ift, That the Son, from the Time of 
is Incarnation was really ſubject to God in 
one Capacity or other: 24h, That before 
his 


Pearſon on the Creed, pag. 9, 35, Edit. 


——— . AT A Yn 
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| 
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"SW 1 
his Incarnation he miniſtred to the Father, 
as well in the Creation as in all Tranſactions 
between God and Man. 
But we ſay, that this Miniſtry and Sub- 
jection is partly in the human Nature, partly 
perſonal and economical only; and that it is 
no Diſproo proper Di- 


f of the Son's real and 
vinity. Admitting that he is faid, both in 
Scripture and the Fathers to be appointed, 
made or conſtituted, Heir, Lord or Ruler, 
this likewiſe is purely nal and œcono- 
mical: For be it that he was conſtituted by 


the Father, Ruler or Lord, or even Creator, 


orany Thing coming under the Notion of 
an Office; the Father being ever looked up- 
on as firſt in Order, and in Virtue thereof 
the Fountain of every Office (according to 
his own voluntary Appointment.) Yet it is 
no where ſaid, either in Scripture or by the 
Antients, that the Father conſtituted Chrift 
a God, or appointed him to be a God, which 
1s the only Thing that would have been to 
his Purpoſe in this Argument. See Dr. Trapp 
on the Trin. p. 119, 120. 3 
Had this Writer conſidered this, he might 
have faved himſelf a great deal of needleſs 
Trouble. : 3 = 
Pag. 105, 106. He ſays, our Saviour has 
declared, © That the Perfection of abſolute 
Knowledge is the peculiar Attribute of the 
© Father, But of that Day and Hour know- 
© eth no one, [o dels, no Perion | no not the An- 
_ 
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© gels of Heaven, but my Father only, Mat. 
© xxiv. 6.“ And the fame he infers from 
Mart xiii. 32. But of that Day and that 
Hour knoweth no one, Ie dc, no Fan no not 
the Angels which are in Heaven, neither the 
Son, hut the Father; whence he peremptori- 
ly conclades, that no Words or Language 
can more plainly and ſtrongly expreſs, that 
our Lord and Saviour did not then know the 
Day of Judgment ſpoken of in theſe Texts. 
I think it needleſs to trouble the Reader 
with a Repetition hereof, which has been 
done before, but for. a large and full Anfwer 
to this Objection, ſee Dr. Ws Sermon, pag. 
268, Sc. iſt and ad Def. Quer. vii. 1ſt Def. 
pag. 105. to which I may add, from the Rev. 
nh, 4 Sermons, pag. 14. That the exclu- 
five Term only is not to be ſo ſtrictly inter- 
preted as to exclude what eſſentially belongt 
to the Father, and may be reckoned to him 
as included in him, his Word and Spirit ; 
the Word only is not in the Holy Scriptures 
always uſed in its ſtricteſt and moſt rigor- 
os Senſe, ſo as to exclude all other Per- 
ſons, except that to which it is applied. 
To prove this the Doctor had inſtanced in 
Mat. xi. 27, compared with 1 Cor. xi. 11. 
None knoweth the Son but the Father ; nei- 
ther knoweth any the Father ſave the Son; 
and yet St. Paul ſays, The Things of God 
knoweth none but the Spirit of God: Here 
_ therefore this Knowledge ſeems to be aſcri- 
bed 


a mg/ @ ·ĩ⁊a g 


CW) 


ed to each of the three Perſons ſeparately, 
and excluſively of the other two, and yet 
that this cannot be is certain. And it is 
faid, Rev. xix. 12. of. the Son of God, that 
he had a Name written which no one | 7. e. 
no Perſon, d es] knew but himſelf ; and yet 
ſure our Adverſaries will not ſay, that the 

Father is excluded from this Knowledge. 
Pag. 111. He urges in favour of his Hy- 
potheſis the Aſſertion of our Saviour, 7obn 
xiv. 28. My Father is greater than I; 2 
Text, one would think, they ſhould bluſh 
to read, who preſume, in Oppoſition to it, 
to aſſert, That the Father is not greater 
than the Son, that the Son is abſolutely co- 
ordinate and equal to the Father in Nature, 
and eſſential Perfections; and that the Fa- 
ther is ſo far from being in any reſpe&t 
greater than the Son, that it was poſſible 
that he himſelf might have acted the mi- 
© nifterial Part.“ — I will not difſembie 
the Truth which is manifeſtly contained in 
the Text, or ſay that the Father is not 
greater than the Son in any reſpect. In what 
reſpect he is certainly greater has been be- 
fore ſhewn, which I need not repeat, nor 
can I fee any Abſurdity in aſſerting it poſſi- 
ble, that the Father might have acted the 
miniſterial Part, had it been ſo agreed upon 
between him and the Son; for the whole 
Tenor of the Scripture ſuppoſes, that the 
Son voluntarily took upon him the Work 
of 


KA 
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of Man's Redemption, that he humbled him- 
ſelf, and became obedient to Death, &c. which, 
if it had pleaſed his Goodneſs, he might have 
avoided ; and the Impoſſibility of its being 
otherwiſe, and the Father's having done the 
fame is not in the Nature of Things; for it 
implies no Contradiction but in the Will of 
God, ſince what he has decreed ſhould come 
to paſs cannot be otherwiſe, unleſs he had 
willed it : There is likewiſe a Subordination 
of the Son, as Son, to the Father, as Father 
in the Godhead, which implies no Inferiority 
of Nature; the Father is Head and Foun- 


tain, the Son is from him, and therefore 


ſubordinate to him, but this is no Proof that 
he has not the ſame eſſential Perfections with 
him, yea, it is rather a Proof that he muſt 
have. EE: 
Pag. 120. Dr. V. (fays this Writer) 
© eyery where aſſerts and inſiſts, that Chrift 
is to be prayed to and worſhipped as the 
ſupreme God, in plain Contradiction to the 
following Texts of Scripture, and the una- 
© mous Senſe of the antient Church, Luke xi. 
© 2. When ye pray, ſay, Our Father, &c. 
© Whatſoever ye ſball ast the Father in my 
© Name, John xvi. 23. 1 Tim. ii. 5. There 
© 7s one God and one Mediator. | 
To which I anſwer, that theſe Paſſages do 
not prove that Chriſt is to be worſhipped as 
an inferior God to the Father ; for when we 
pray to the Father, we pray to the 2 


RX ”» 
God we pray to when . we pray to God the 
Son ; for he is not another but the ſame God 
with him, according to his own Words, I 
and my Father are one; and, the Father is 
in me and I in him. 2. We grant that, ac- 
cording to the divine Appointment, we are 
to pray to the Son as our Mediator and In- 
terceſſor, ſitting at the Right Hand of his 
Father, to preſent to him our Supplications 
and Prayers; which may admit of ſome Di- 
ſtinction, and ſuch as this, that we do not 
pray to the Father immediately and in our own 
Name, but in the Name and thro'the Merits of 
Chriſt, whom we beg to intercede for us: But 
| how will this prove that Chriſt, as God, is to be 
worſhipped with any relative or ſubordinate 
Worſhip, the Texts referred to by this Au- 
thor, Heb. i. 6. Phil. ii. 11. mention no ſuch 
Things, nor any other Part of the Scripture; 
for if Chriſt be God, he is to be worſhipped 
with as high a Worſhip as the Father; if he 
is not, he is not to be worſhipped at all; 
for the Scriptures as much prohibit all infe- 
rior Worſhip of inferior Gods, as a Worſhip 
of co-ordinate Gods. * | 
He farther adds, That whatever Reli- 
© gious Honour, or Worſhip, is in Scripture 
given to the Son, it is never founded on his 
© divine Nature or Eflence, or on his original 
'©< ſupreme Authority and Dominion, but on 
© his becoming Man, on his being appointed 
Mediator, or the PR" haying 2 
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© all Judgment to him, this methinks is a yery 
© preſumptuous Aﬀertion.” 1 

If Adoration be not due to the Son of 
God on the account of his divine Nature or 
Eſſence, why may not a Saint or an Angel 
be adored as well as he? Or to put it more 
plainly, in the Words of a very ingenious 
and learned Author, No Actions or Attri- 
© butes of any Perſon, however relative to 
© can render that Perſon the Object of our 
« religious Worſhip, unleſs the fame Perſon 

© be adorable upon the Account of his Na- 
ture and Eflence. Were it otherwiſe, 
there could be no Reaſon why the Angel 
ſhould refuſe the Worſhip which St. John 
would have paid him, or St. Peter that of 
Cornelius: Yea, why any one Man ſhould 
_ refuſe religious Worſhip from another, ſince 
this Author ſays, * Chriſt is to be worſhip- 
© ped upon account of his becoming Man,” 
contrary to the expreſs Words of our Saviour 
himſelf, Thou ſhalt worſbip the Lord thy God, 
and him only ſbalt thou ſerve; and to the 
whole Tenor of Scripture, which repreſents 
our Creator as the only Object of religious 
Worſhip. Ro DE 

But again, that Perſon of the Godhead 
who appeared to the Patriarchs, and preſided 
over the Jewiſh Church, has been always e- 
ſeemed to have been the ſecond Perſon of 
the Trinity ; he had not then taken upon 
him human Nature, nor ſuffered for the Re- 
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demption of Man, and yet he was then wor- 


ſhipped with religious Worſhip. And 
at the End of the World, when Chriſt ſhall 
have delivered up his mediatorial Kingdom, 
when the Judgment of all Mankind ſhall 
be fully and finally determined, yet even 
then Chriſt will not ceaſe to be worſhipped 
as God for ever and ever. On what account 
then, will he fay, is this religious Wor- 
| ſhip to be paid to him? Sure not on account 
of his being Mediator, for then his media- 

torial Office will ceaſe, and God will be all in 
all. He ſays, : 

© Two Texts more remain to be conſider- 
c ed, Prov. viii. 22. The Lord poſſeſſed, ile, 
: created me in the Beginning of his Ways, 
© before his Works of old. Parallel to this is 
© Coloſ. i. 15. Who is the Image of the inviſi- 
© ble God, the Firſt-born of every Creature. 
© In the firſt Text Wiſdom there ſpoken of 
© was underſtood by the Antients, to be 
© meant of Chriſt the Son of God, | 
© that Chriſt, or Wiſdom, was created b 
© God: The antient Jews likewiſe, as ap- 
1 


— 


tood the Word rendered poſſeſſed, to ſigni- 
created, as the Greet Verſion of the 
© ſeventy, and the old Syriac Verfion have 
cit. So that they who alledge that 
© the Word ſignifies poſſeſſed, as diſtin from 
© being created, ſhew plainly, that they have 

2 | g an 


ears from the Chaldee Paraphraſe, under- 


© an Hypotheſis to ſerve, and want a Pre- 
© tence to ſupport it.” 5 
To which 1 ſhall anſwer as follows, that 
altho' the Hebrew Word m, be taken for 
Creation, yet it is alſo taken ſor Production 
dy Birth, and Conception, as Gen. i. 1. Fob 
iii. 3. and that when it ſignifies Creation, 
properly ſo called, the ſeventy-two do not 
render it by the Word t, but Tosw, as 
in the aforementioned Place of Gen. E, agyy 
£Tomoey d Ogos Toy & SO Maccabees vii. 
28. ſpeaking of the Creation, #& &x cyl 8. 
T oinoey 3 and Heb. xi. 3. ppi, and p- 
vrai are uſed; ſo that this Word rig is never 
uſed in that Senſe in which the Arians uſe 
it, 1. e. Production out of nothing, but is 
commonly uſed for ordained or appointed; 
for Proofs of this ſee Eccl. vii. 5. and xxxviii. 


1, Sc. where tis ſaid of Husbandry, that 


tis cent, ordained of the Moſt High, 
and of the Phyſician, that God hath created, 
i. e. appointed him Zxhoey auroy o XUptos see 
ps eis i avrs, the Lord, not created me 
out of nothing (in the Arian Senſe) but ſet 
me, or appointed me over his Works; to 
this agree Ver. 23. I was ſet up from ever- 
laſting : The Word alſo taken in the Senſe of 
Generation, was uſed by St. Cyprian againſt 
the' Fews, Lib. 2. pag. 205. Tertull. c. 18. 
P. 297. Sophiam condit, © generat in ſemet 
iſo; Dominus, inquit, condidit me mitium 
viarum ſuarum in opera ſua. Lat. De vera 
* ſapientia. 
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ſapientia. L. 4. p. 281. Deus condidit me 
in initio viarum ſuarum, in opera ſua: Add- 
ing that he was, by Triſmeg:ſtus called God's 


c, Builder, and by Sybilla, his Coun- 
ſellor, ovubeac; and St. Hilary, De Synodis 
adv. Arianos, tho he, p. 223. anathematiz'd 
the Arians for making Chriſt a Creature, 
i. e. one created out of nothing, yet infers 
hence the Generation of Chriſt, and immu- 
table Nature of God, Quæ creavit ex ſeipſa 
d genuit, ſo St. Ferom, Com. in Prov. 
om. 8. p. 84, tho' he change the Tranſla- 
tion and read poſſeſſed me, and reſolve that 
cles pro exlnoab is an ill reading on I. 26. 


Tom. 4. p. 96. yet he allows that it is the 
Speech of Chriſt, who is the true Wiſdom 


of the Father, which before the Creation of 
the World was ineffably begotten of the Fa- 
ther. This Senſe of the Word agrees like- 
wiſe with Ver. 30. J was by him as one © 
brought up with him, 1 was daily his De- 
light, rejoicing always before him ; which 
plainly ſhews, that this Reading favours not 
this Author's Hypotheſis (though the right 
Reading be tee) but the Catholick Doctrine 
of the eternal Generation of the Son of God: 
And to aſſure us that this Part of Wiſdom, 
is to be interpreted peculiarly of this uncre- 
ated Wiſdom of the Father, his Word or 
Son, co- eternal with him, any one who 
rightly conſiders the Senſe of the Words, 
K* R xl, and reh T, when 
joined 
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Joined with Zoguzs, or Chri 


riſt, may eaſily, by 

what has been ſaid, underſtand the Meaning 
of the Author who uſes it, that it does 
not fignify a Creature, to create, or created, 
in the Arian Senſe, but ſuch a one as implics 
his eternal Generation of the Father from his 
own Subſtance: For the learned Dr. Cave 


obſerves that Melito, when he wrote that 


Treatiſe, rel xTiozws yours of the Creation 
of Chriſt, had reſpect to Prov. viii. 22 u 
dx tos ue, and ſo could not but underſtand it his; 
nor could it be rightly underſtood in any other 
Senſe by that Author, than that in which it 
was underſtood by the inſpired Penman. 

To his Objection from Col. i. 15. I ſhall 
refer the Reader to the Anſwer of the Rev. 
Dr. Trapp, which is a very good one, pag. 
129. and which he may conſult if he pleaſes. 

Hoke now anſwered the moſt material 
Odjections of this Author, againſt the Doc- 
trine of the Trinity, as taught by Dr. W. 
and proved that it ſtands fully and clearly 
vindicated from his Charge of Tritheiſm ; 
and having likewiſe proved, that the 
Doctrine which he teaches is the very Doc- 
trine of Arius, who held, that the Son of 
God was a Creature, or an inferior God to 
the Father, who was for his ſo doing con- 
demned by the Council of Nee. 

And that all thoſe are guilty of the greateſt 
Idolatry who believe Chriſt to be ſo, and yet 
worſhip him, or rather that thoſe are guilty 

of 
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of the groſſeſt Blaſphemy, who thus degrade 
and diſhonour him : The Reader may be able 
to pals a } upon the Cauſe which 
this Author has been labouring to defend. 
And now, it may not be improper to make 
ſome ſhort Remarks upon the Manner which 
he has uſed to impoſe his impious Hereſy 
upon the People. In the firſt Place, he en- 
titles his Book Chriſtian Liberty aſſerted, 
calls loudly upon the Publick to take them- 
ſelves to their Defence, as if thoſe who are 
of his Opinion are in Danger of being pu- 
niſhed, p. 1. as the Law ſhall think fit.” 
But I believe, upon due conſidering of the 
Cauſe, himſelf will appear to be the greateſt 
Invader of that Liberty he has been ſpeaking 
of, and guilty of that very Crime with which 
he has charged the Rev. Dr. againſt whom 
his Book is written. For what is the whole 
of it but an infamous Libel, crowded with 
Citations from Authors, not one Word to 
his Purpoſe, blended with the moſt violent 
Satire and Invective againſt the Doctor, yea, 
againſt the whole Body, not only of the 
_ Clergy but of Chriſtians in general? Saying, 
p. 2. That his Book is void of all Modera- 
© tion, Decency, and even Modeſty : That, 
p. 1. there never was a more groſs, irreli- 
« gious and antichriſtian Error promoted, 
© than that Doctrine which Dr. V. hath 
© many Years been aſſerting and vindicating : 
© That, p. 4. all thoſe who believe it are 
| = «© Bigots, 
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« Bigots, thoughtleſs, and indifferent in 
Matters of Religion: Pag. 3. That it is a 
© meer Fiction: Pag. 62. A real Hereſy, 
© ſhocking in the laſt Degree, and ſubverſive 
© © of the great fundamental Principle, both 
of natural and revealed Religion, the Unity 
of God; let him clear himfelf of this Charge 
© if he can. 
Prodigjous Inſolence! every honeſt, well 
Chriſtian will clear him of it ; 
for is it not the very Doctrine which our 
Church hath laid down in her firſt Article 
of Religion, which together with the Pro- 
| feſſors of it, this Author has treated in this 
Manner? A Doctrine which among others 
© hath been deliberately read and confirmed 
© by the Subſcription of the Hand of the 
< Archbiſhop and Biſhops of the upper Houſe, 
< and by the Subſcription of the whole Clergy 
5 of the nether Houſe in their Convocation, 
© by the Aﬀent and Conſent of our Sovereign 
Lady Elizabeth, by the Grace of God, Sc. 
which is indeed the whole N ation ; for KH 
ſeems that we are now to diſpute with this 
Author, not whether the Doctrine we profeſs 
and Dr. V. has been vindicating, be true, but 
whether or no it be the Doctrine of the 
Church, which it ſeems they will not 
allow, 
Saying, p. 3. Now at laſt, in Defiance, 
© as it were, of the common Senſe of Man- 
* kind, he (Dr. ) calls his Hypotheſis, at 
a * Random, 
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© Random, The Defence of the Holy Trinity, 
© and to diſgrace the Church with it, calls 
upon her to ſend out her Cenſures againſt 
© all who deny or e it. Now let him 
bluſh (as he will do, if he has any Modeſty 
in him) to ſee himſelt ſo ſhameſully confut- 
ed; when he ſees tis not Dr. V. but himſelf, 
a private Country Clergyman, who has op- 
the common Senſe of Mankind, who 
has diſgraced the Church with his impious 
Tenet ; as if the Queen and all the Arch- 
biſhops, Biſhops and Clergy, mentioned in 
the Ratification, were really Ariaus, like 
_ himſelf, as well as their — Sueceſſors. 
Bold, preſumptuous Man! What mighty 
Giant in Reaſon and Argument art thou, 
that ſhalt pretend to be wiſer than all that 
venerable Body ? 
To go yet one Step farther, is it not a 
Doctrine to which this Author himſelf hath 
declared his unfeigned Aﬀent and Conſent, 
before he was or could be admitted into any 
_ eccleſiaſtical Benefit, if he have any? If he 
believed the Doctrine at that Time to be 
falſe, how will he anſwer to his own Con- 
| ſcience, the Charge of having ſubſcribed to a 
falſe, or a Doctrine which he believed falſe, 
for the Sake of gaining a Benefit in the 
Church ? 
If he believed the Doctrine to be true at 


that Time, and yet atferwards was convinced 
K 
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of his Error, why does he continue to keep 
the Profits of an Office and Benefit, which 
he had no Right to, nor could hold, without 
ſubſeribing to that Doctrine? If 28 not 
delieve Tar Doctrine, he has no Right to 
that Benefit or Place, "which he could not be 
admitted to whkhout the Belief of it : For 
altho* the Pretence of an erroneous Conſci- 
ence might excuſe the Action at firſt, yet 
if he diſcovers afterwards, or believes that 
the Doctrine he ſubſcribed to was falſe, he 
ought not only to renounce the Dodtrine it- 
ſelf, but likewiſe all the Emolument which 
accrued to him by ſubſcribing to it; which 
Emolument could not be obtained without 
the Belief of it, nor, of Conſequence, conti- 

nued, without the Continuance in the Belief 


of it, tho it afterwards is disbelieved; for 


if he „ he makes what to him is a 
Falſhood, ſubſervient to his temporal In- 
tereſt. 

He is unwilling that the Church ſhould 
have Dominion over his Faith, as indeed ſhe 
does not pretend to it, or to have any other 
than an inſtruciive Power, propoling certain 
fundamental Articles of Religion, which ſhe 
believes to be true, as Terms of Communion, 
and all Perſons are to be received into that 
Communion, upon Condition that they will 
believe thoſe Articles; and if they will 
not, judges that they ſhould keep themſelves 


apart 
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apart (as indeed it is but reaſonable, that 
whoever is in the Right, they that think 
ſo widely different from cach other, in fo 
important an Article as that of the Holy 
Trinity, ſhould not join together in one 
Communion and Fellowſhip) to enjoy their 
on Opinions without Difturbance ; and as 
they may enjoy that Liberty peaceably, it 
is but reaſonable that they ſhould give no 
Diſturbance to the Church, by teaching Doc- 
trines contrary to it: He, I fay, is unwilling 
that the Church ſhould have Dominion over 

his Faith, and calls out to the Church-Go- 
vernors, that Popiſb Impoſition and Tyranny 
= not be introduced, yet is willing to im- 
poſe his own Doctrine upon the Church, 
and to have Dominion over her Faith; re- 
fuſes to conform to her Order, not in refuſing 
to believe her Doctrines to be true, but in 
giving Diſturbance, and ſeducing from their 
Faith the Flocks committed to the Charge of 
her Paſtors and Teachers. 

This is the Invaſion of Chriſtian Liberty, 
not only to disbelieve the Doctrines. but 
likewiſe to inſult and abuſe her and her 
Members, as this Author has done in the 
moſt inſolent and outragious Manner, for 
not believing as his Phrenzy and Madneſs 
ſhall think fit to direct them: Wherefore 
T think I may, with Juſtice, return his own 
Arrows, even thoſe bitter Words which he 

K 2 hath, 
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hath, with ſo much Rage and Rudeneſs, caſt 
againſt the Doctor, againſt himſelf: 

© This is the Doctrine which, with great 
£ Bitterneſs and Uncharitableneſs of Spirit, 
* this Author deſires to impoſe _ the 
© Profeſſors of Chriſtianity, otherwiſe would 
© brand them with the odious Name of 
Trubeiſts; becauſe they are not willing, 
© nor think it reaſonable, to communi- 
© cate with Men of his Principles, but 
© would keep themſelves ſeparate from 
© them who thus degrade their God and 
© Saviour. If this be not the Spirit of 
© Antichriſt, who oppoſeth himſelf againſt 
« Chriſt the Son of God, tis impoſlible 
© to know what is: He has had ſuffici- 
© ent Means of Conviction laid before him, 
from Scripture, Reaſon and Antiquity ; 
© but Scripture is to be perverted, Reaſon 
F is to 2 degraded and abuſed by meta- 
© phyſical Jargon; for the Word unorigi- 
© nated, which is not to be found in any 
Place of Scripture, is, by this Author, 
© made of more Force in degrading and 
* diſhonouring Chriſt the Son of God, be- 
« cauſe it cannot be ſaid of him that he 
is fo, than all thoſe high Titles, which 
Lin Scriptu e are in common given to him 
are to prove his Co- equality with the Fa- 
* ther; and the Language of all the antirt 
* Fathers is to be treated as if their Words 
had 
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at all, or meant the Reyerſe 

the ſame 

oks whatſoever : 

and all Religion, 

is to give way to an Antichri- 

. ee 

is the Sum of all this Author's Wri. 

he grea nw of his Life, 

es him muſt expect no- 

ohh. Rudeneſs. _ 

ord, this whole Piece of Sa- 
= exactly adapted to his Cha- 


——— Mutato nomine e dete, 
9 narratur 2 * _— — 


. indeed, as to the Talent of Rai. 
lery, he ſeems to have made an extraor- 
dinary Improvement in it; for in his 
former Writings he depended upon the 
Force of his Arg ts, now them 
too weak to ſupport his Cauſe, and that 
al Mankind as a moſt falſe and wicked 
one have deſerted it, he now makes his der- 
nicer Refuge to Abuſe and Raillery ; but he 
will find, I hope, that notwithſtanding 
all the wicked Attempts of him and his 
Arian Adherents, that Men are not to be 
talked out of the Orthodox Faith by high 


Words; that Chriſt is truly and properly 
God, 


* * FFF 
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Bat that this Truth w 
in the Hearts of the 
till he has put all 
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reign 


his Church 


Enemies under his Feet. 


vail over wicked Error, and that the 


Son will 
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God, the one God 
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